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FOREWORD 


The conference which convened in the historical halls of Jagiellonian University's 
Collegium Iuridicum on April 6-8, 2006, was a follow-up on three previous meetings 
focused on links between Central-Eastern Europe and Byzantium (Kraków 1996 and 
2000, Copenhagen 2006). On this occasion, as suggested by the co-organizers, our col- 
leagues from Sofia University St. Kliment Ohridski, particularly Prof. Vasil Giuzelev, 
Ph.D., ordinary member of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, it was decided to 
widen the scope to include Eastern and South-Eastern Europe. Byzantium's influence 
on new peoples and new powers emerging in the area of Byzantino-Slavic contact zone 
and their reactions to this influence, is a broader subject that places more emphasis on 
Orthodox peoples and countries, instead of just Latin ones. This perspective permits a 
better insight into processes emerging in the Byzantine Commonwealth and beyond. It 
may provide a starting point for comparative analysis which, we hope, will prove to 
become one more effect of our research. 

In April 2006, on the hospitable premises of the Institute of History of Art, we met 
old friends and some new arrivals as well. Regrettably, missing from the assembly was 
a co-founder of the conference cycle, the late Professor Dr. Hab. Anna Rózycka- 
Bryzek, the founder of the Jagiellonian University's Department of Byzantine Art and 
co-creator of the Byzantina et Slavica Cracoviensia series, who had died eight months 
previously. Had it not been for this distinguished Scholar, her kind, cordial attitude to 
all colleagues — Cracovians and guests alike — we would not have enjoyed the friendly, 
creative spirit we came to expect at Collegium Iuridicum. This volume is dedicated to 
her memory. 

The conference materials could not have seen publication without the support of our 
authorities, who appreciated the importance of our meetings. We are indebted to Jagiel- 
lonian University's Prof. Dr. Hab. Andrzej Banach, Dean of the Faculty of History, and 
Prof. Dr. Piotr Franaszek, Director of the Institute of History. We also thank Historia 
lagellonica Publishers, and especially Dr. Slawomir Sprawski for his painstaking ef- 
fort in editing the volume. Most contributions were kindly language-reviewed by 
Mr. Michael S. Newmark (New York), Dr. Ivan Petrov (1.042) and Prof. Dr. Felix 
Biermann (Greifswald), and Jagiellonian University's Dr. Pierre Depouez, Dr. Peter 
Leese, and Mr. Dietmar Gass, M.A. 

Editors 
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Malgorzata Smorqg Rózycka 


(Cracow) 


PROFESSOR ANNA RÓZYCKA BRYZEK 
(1928-2005) 


On the 8" of September, 2005, in the Salwator Cemetery in Cracow, we took leave 
of her for ever. The text below is dedicated to the memory of our Professor’. 


Professor Anna Rózycka Bryzek, an eminent Byzantinist and, more broadly, me- 
dievalist, had a remarkable place in the Polish study of the history of art. She devoted 
her entire professional life, which consisted of almost fifty years of research beginning 
with her first publication in 1956, to the research on Byzantine art, concerning particu- 
larly the Byzantine-Ruthenian paintings commissioned by the Jagiellonian dynasty. 
Furthermore, she was equally dedicated to continuing the work of her master and 
teacher, Professor Wojstaw Mole, consolidating the position of Byzantine studies at the 
university level, which finally led to the creation in 1989 of the Department of the His- 
tory of Byzantine Art, the first in Poland, within the Institute of the History of Art at 
the Jagiellonian University. 

Although she chose to study English philology, and graduated in 1951 with an MA 
degree based on the thesis Ruskin as a Critic of Art, this did not in the least change her 
determination to link her life with the history of art. In the same year she began to work 
at the Czartoryski Museum department of painting, and from 1957, as its curator. She 
focused her attention on the analytic-attributive study of Italian paintings as preparation 
for the exhibition organized together with the National Gallery in Prague and the Mu- 
seum of Art in Bucharest, which opened in 1961. Prof. Rózycka was the editor of the 
catalogue of that exhibition, prepared in several languages; she also wrote sixty cata- 
logue entries for the exhibits which for the most part had not been the object of re- 
search until that time. Moreover, she devoted a separate study to some paintings, 
publishing it the year before”. 


! The present text is partially revised version of the article translated by Katarzyna Malcharek and pub- 
lished in: Modus. Prace z historii sztuki VIT, 2006, pp. 23-32. 


? Nowe atrybucje kilku obrazów wioskich w Zbiorach Czartoryskich, Biuletyn Historii Sztuki 22, 1960, 
pp. 203-218. 
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A short paper on the Late Ruthenian painted triptych in the Czartoryski Collection, 
chronologically the first on the list of Prof. Rózycka's scholarly bibliography, did not 
yet herald her complete dedication to Eastern Christian art, which would come later”. 

Her interest in Byzantine art developed gradually under the influence of Prof. Wo- 
jstaw Molè’s lectures at the Jagiellonian University, which he resumed after World 
War II and continued systematically until 1960. In 1961, she defended at the Jagiel- 
lonian University her doctoral dissertation entitled Bizantynsko-ruskie malowidła 
Ścienne w Kaplicy Świętokrzyskiej na Wawelu 1470 т. (Byzantine-Ruthenian Murals т 
the Holy Cross Chapel in Wawel 1470), written under the supervision of Prof. Mole, 
published in Studia do dziejów Wawelu (vol. 3, 1968). 

In 1958 Professor Różycka wrote an article on the frescoes at Castelseprio, pre- 
sented at a meeting of the research team of the State Art Institute in Kraków in 1958, 
and again in 1961 during a meeting of the Science of Art Committee of the Polish 
Academy of Sciences in Warsaw, and published in 19624. 

These frescoes, surviving on the apse wall and on the east side of the triumphal 
arch, amaze the viewer by the freshness of antique forms. It marks a breakthrough in 
the research concerning the artistic heritage of classical antiquity and its revival in the 
Middle Ages. The majority of researchers linked them with the art of the pre- and post- 
iconoclastic periods ranging from the 7” to 9" centuries, and, in accordance with the 
contemporary state of knowledge of the leading Mediterranean artistic circles in that 
period, ascribed them to masters from Alexandria, Antioch or, generally, the Syrian- 
Palestinian circle, who had sought refuge on the Italian Peninsula from the advancing 
Arabs. Kurt Weitzmann first demonstrated stylistic affinities of the Castelseprio fres- 
coes with classicizing miniatures of the Joshua Roll (Palat. gr. 431) and the Paris Psal- 
ter (Paris. gr. 139) of the 10" century”. Specifying his view, Professor Rózycka proved 
that the Castelseprio frescoes, in terms of formal characteristics close to the classiciz- 
ing style of the Macedonian renaissance, were in fact a heterogeneous work in which 
mid-Byzantine features were combined with Carolingian elements. It was on account 
of their affinity with Carolingian illumination, especially with miniatures in the Utrecht 
Psalter (Utrecht, Rijksuniversiteit, ms. 32), that she shifted their date to the early 9" 
century. 

However, more important than the above-mentioned meticulous analysis were those 
questions in Prof. Rózycka's paper on Castelseprio which concerned research methods 
in the history of art and her view on the role of the antique tradition in the development 
of the artistic language of medieval art in the West and Byzantium. She considered the 
paintings at Castelseprio as a reflection of doctrinal disputes, thus setting the example 
of employing the methodological principle of analyzing the content of an artistic work 
in the wider cultural perspective of a particular epoch. This would be the so-called third 


? See bibliograhy of Prof. Rózycka in: Ars Graeca — Ars Latina. Studia dedykowane Profesor Annie 
Różyckiej Bryzek, Kraków 2001, pp. 17-22. 


* Malowidła ścienne w kościele Santa Maria di Castelseprio, Rocznik Historii Sztuki 3, 1962, pp. 
115-157. 


К. WEITZMANN, Frescoes Cycle of S. Maria di Castelseprio, Princeton 1951. 
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plane of interpretation according to Panofsky - instead of viewing it merely in terms of 
its function as a derivative depiction of a text. 

She went beyond the limits of traditional iconography understood as the identifica- 
tion of people (as well as animals, plants, etc.) along with their attributes, symbols, and 
allegories, which had already been called for by Aby Warburg, and extended the range 
of the science of art. This concept would, in the more distant future, lead to the restora- 
tion of an individual work of art to its artistic autonomy expressed in the axiomatic 
dependence of the work's content by its form. The conviction of the stability of icono- 
graphic conceptions had thus been replaced by the understanding of their dynamics, 
which were conditioned not only by the historical changeability of artistic processes 
but also by a wealth of possibilities towards shaping the compositional-formal features 
of a given subject as well as its content. It naturally follows from these studies of art 
that the determination of the subject and form as well as time and place of origin of a 
work of art are no longer sufficient. The art historian's attention should rather center on 
the meaning of a work of art as well as its social function. It is a question not only of a 
widespread visualization of the fundamental content of the Christian doctrine but also 
of the interactive reception of this content expressed in full by various devotional atti- 
tudes to the forms of this visualization. This standpoint is characteristic of Professor 
Rózycka's further studies, mainly on the Ruthenian paintings commissioned by the 
Jagiellonian dynasty. However, she was just as close to the conviction, formulated in 
Polish science by Lech Kalinowski, that the formal disposition of a work of art also 
contained a spiritual message, a "symbolic value" whose variable sense depended on 
the historico-cultural context of a particular artistic creation. This found expression in 
her extraordinary perspicacity and precision of description of the object, permitting her 
even at this initial stage to reveal nuances of poses and gestures, barely perceptible 
shades of expression in the countenance or the folding of draperies. An instructive 
model of the utmost precision of such a description appeared already in her study of the 
Castelseprio frescoes, which became a permanent element of her research method. 


The second issue, regarding the role of antique traditions in medieval art, was 
linked directly with the question of the origins of Byzantine art and its relation to clas- 
sical antiquity. Following the findings initiated in 1900 by Dmitrij V. Ajnalov's sig- 
nificant study’, she expressed a firm conviction that Byzantine art had uninterruptedly 
continued antique art, while simultaneously storing the repertory of its characteristic 
formulas and motifs of composition. This is especially shown in its anthropomorphism 
with a sense of the organic structure of the body, even in periods of intensified abstract 
planar-linear stylization. She proved this in her study of the Castelseprio frescoes and 
later took up this theme in almost all her studies, sometimes announcing it directly in 
the title, such as, “Echa tradycji antycznych w bizantyńsko-ruskich malowidłach 
ściennych Sandomierza i Lublina (Echoes of Antique Traditions in Byzantine- 


° Д.В. АЙНАЛОВ, Елленистические основы византийского исскуства, С.-Петербург 1900; see also 
English edition: D. V. AINALOV, Hellenistic Origins of Byzantine Art, New Brunswick-New Jersey 1961. 
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Ruthenian Wall Paintings of Sandomierz and Lublin)”’. She also devoted to it a special 


cycle of lectures at the Institute of the History of Art at the Jagiellonian University in 
the academic year 1992-1993, which was entitled Byzantine Art and Antique Tradi- 
tions. 

In her detailed considerations she precisely separated all manifestations of the “per- 
sistence" of the formulas, which had once been adopted directly from the Hellenistic 
heritage and henceforth permanently applied to the language of Byzantine art, from the 
returns to antique sources in a chain of successive renaissances. This was not infre- 
quently the style and content of the imitated classical patterns which were subject to 
interpretation. From this perspective she discerned the dynamics of stylistic transfor- 
mations of Byzantine art and at the same time its basic dichotomy manifested in the 
parallel employment of classical and abstract artistic idioms, which were in equal 
measures characteristic of this art. Furthermore, on several occasions she criticized the 
anachronistic, for relying on this outdated state of knowledge, which had stereotyped 
thinking about Byzantine art in terms of fossilized formal traditionalism and conserva- 
tive iconographic rigorism. She made it clear in the title of a short introductory article 
to Photius' Homily X, published in a Polish translation — Przeciw stereotypom myslenia 
o sztuce bizantyńskiej (Arguments Against Stereotypical Thinking about Byzantine 
Art). 

It was from the same antique perspective that she viewed the history of Byzantine 
icon painting, while insisting on a proper, that is historical context of research in this 
field. She also published a short, synthetic outline of this history, accentuating the main 
points: spiritual-formal origin, devotional-liturgical function, and stylistic changes in 
chronological order’. She was cautious about recent, increasingly common tendencies 
to exclude the icon from art historical researches or to make it the object of other stud- 
ies; for instance, theology, history of the Church, or even newly-created disciplines 
such as theology of the icon, or to perceive icons from the standpoint of a modern 
viewer who preferred individual emotional-religious experiences to the aesthetic and 
symbolic categories of the history of art. Of course, she understood that this was a sign 
of a broader phenomenon in western European civilization — the loss by a particular 
work of art of its original function, with the object becoming instead the source of new 
aesthetic values and experience, and even a symbol of a particular culture. However, 
research attitudes characteristic of the “classical” history of art were closer to her, as 
they revealed the icon-image to have been originally rooted in antique portrait painting 
and in the subsequent process of sacralization, transforming it into an object and source 
of mystical contemplation on the strength of its relation with the timeless archetype. At 
the same time she did not accept the perception of the icon or, in a broader sense, Byz- 
antine religious painting, solely in terms of theology or devotion, but stressed its artis- 
tic value and aesthetic influence in the past as well, so long as it was sufficiently 
documented in written sources and instructions in manuals for painters. 


7 Echa tradycji antycznych м bizantynsko-ruskich malowidlach Sciennych Sandomierza i Lublina, (in:) 
Ars auro prior. Studia Joanni Bialostocki sexagenario dicata, Warszawa 1981, pp. 115-120. 


8 Przeciw stereotypom myslenia o sztuce bizantynskiej, Znak 466, 1994, pp. 51-56. 
? Bizantyriskie malarstwo ikonowe, Rocznik Muzeów Województwa Rzeszowskiego, 1970, pp. 177-208. 
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In later years she did not devote as much time to general issues of Byzantine art, fo- 
cusing on research into Orthodox Church art in Poland and the related question of the 
mutual influence of Eastern and Western Christianity. It should be added here that this 
subject was present in the Polish history of art from the very beginning; it was intro- 
duced by Wojciech Dzieduszycki and Władysław Łoziński in their non-academic stud- 
ies, and at university level by Prof. Marian Sokolowski; the latter, however, did not 
appreciate the artistic qualities of this art, seeing it solely as an organic component of 
the “distinctive character of the culture of Galician Ruthenia", which was to be shown 
to the general public by the Polish and Ruthenian Archaeological Exhibition in Lvov in 
1885. Furthermore, Ilarion Swiencicki and Wtadystaw Podlacha had also undertaken 
researches into Galician Ruthenia. Nevertheless, it was only Prof. Molé who made 
these studies systematic and methodologically scientific, thematically encompassing 
the entire history of East Christian art. 

In her academic lectures on the history of medieval art in Poland Professor Rózycka 
frequently returned to the question of artistic relations at the meeting of the Polish and 
Ruthenian cultures. She presented her views on this subject in a short paper entitled 
Polska sztuka $redniowieczna a Bizancjum i Rus, published also in English as Polish 
Medieval Art versus Byzantium and Ruthenia". It contained her main thesis that al- 
though the Ruthenian lands, remaining within the sphere of Byzantine civilization, had 
bordered Poland since the dawn of history, the process of intermeshing and interpen- 
etration of the two cultures did not start until the mid-14" century when the territory of 
Western Ruthenia was incorporated into the Polish Kingdom. These relations had ear- 
lier been ephemeral and indirect in character; that is, reaching Poland in a roundabout 
way from the West and not directly from Byzantium. This is testified by only a few 
extant works of art and just as few references in written sources. About the middle of 
the 14" century Orthodox art found itself within the boundaries of the Polish state and 
henceforth it coexisted with the dominant Latin culture there; it developed mainly in 
Orthodox circles in Ruthenia and Lithuania and, following the Union of Brest Litovsk 
(1596), in the Uniate territories of Western and Central Matopolska (“Little Poland") as 
well. In addition, Professor Rózycka made a critical appraisal of the previous view that 
the early Piast axial palace layouts with a central chapel, like that on Ostrów Lednicki, 
or the compositions commissioned for the tympanums of Romanesque churches, such 
as that from St Mary's Church on the Sands (na Piasku) in Wroctaw, were of Eastern 
origin. In her opinion the Byzantine elements discernible in them could only be dis- 
cussed in a wider context of earlier links of Carolingian-Ottonian and Romanesque art 
with Italy, her view concurring with that held by Lech Kalinowski and Klementyna 
Zurowska. On the other hand, she discerned some Byzantinizing features in the votive 
relief at Strzelno, depicting the Virgin and Child surrounded by prophets, a sculpture 
still not adequately studied. Only the objects which were imported are indisputably 
Byzantine; such as, above all, the mosaic icon of the Virgin Hagiosoritissa in the con- 
vent of Poor Clares in Cracow or a heliotrope amulet whose obverse bears the image of 


© See adequately: Polska sztuka średniowieczna a Bizancjum i Rus, Slavia Orientalis 38, nr 3-4 (1989), 
1990, pp. 337-350; Polish Medieval Art in Relation to Byzantium and Rus' (in:) Le origini e lo sviluppo 
della cristianità Slavo-Bizantina, (Nuovi Studi Storici, vol. 17), Roma 1992, pp. 355-375. 
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the Virgin Orans and the reverse that of the head of Medusa. These are, however, sin- 
gle and dispersed items which cannot be considered as testimony to the uninterrupted 
trend of Eastern works of art being received in Poland. Thus, following similar findings 
by Western scholars, she discarded an earlier thesis — still upheld by some Polish re- 
searchers — about a natural artistic osmosis and infiltration in the cultural borderland, 
but proposed close historical studies of each surviving object of this kind for the pur- 
pose of establishing its real artistic origin. Warning the future students of these ques- 
tions against making generalizations, she wrote: “the objects must speak for them- 
selves, given a critical appraisal of the views on them expressed hitherto". 

When seen against this background, the Ruthenian frescoes of Catholic Church in- 
teriors in the heartland of Poland appear as a phenomenon entirely different and at the 
same time exceptional, due to the scale of at least seven groups of paintings, of which 
only four still exist, and the high rank of the royal foundations of the Jagiellonian ep- 
och. Professor Rózycka's fascination for this unquestionable cultural phenomenon that 
began with her doctoral dissertation was to continue to the end, manifesting itself in her 
successive publications, which include those printed posthumously. 

Before they are discussed in a further part of this text, and thus disturbing the 
chronological order of Professor Rózycka's bibliography, I would like to add some 
words of reference to her study of the image of Virgin and Child in the monastery of 
Jasna Góra in Czestochowa, venerated as miraculous for over 600 years. She focused 
her attention on presenting the picture in the light of analytical-comparative art histori- 
cal research, as she defined it herself in the introduction to a paper written jointly with 
Jerzy Gadomski''. Considering the picture itself to be an excellent source of study, as a 
result of meticulous analysis she came to believe that the original image was created by 
a Greek or a Byzantinizing Italian in the twelfth — thirteenth century and represented 
the type of Hodegetria with the Byzantine hieratic arrangement of figures. In the sec- 
ond half of the fourteenth century this image was repainted in the Sienese manner and 
in this Italianised form was given to the Chestochowa monastery by Władysław of Op- 
peln. Each time, however, these were renovating measures which did not disturb the 
essential features of the prototype. The original layer included, in Professor Rózycka's 
opinion, this singular element distinguishing the Jasna Góra painting; namely, the scar 
running in a double line from the upper part of Mary's right cheek towards her neck. 
Contrary to the established tradition that it was the damage done during the Hussite 
invasion in 1430, she considered it to be of iconographic character, thereby linking the 
painting with the Byzantine tradition of miraculous wounded images, attested by at 
least three extant pictures of this kind in the Athonite monasteries — Protaton, Vatopedi, 
and Iviron; she also claimed that the picture had reached Poland in this original and 
iconographically final form. 

The artistic origin of the picture is not so clear-cut, since the iconographic prototype 
in a legible iconic rendering does not determine the style of the work. The soft model- 


U Obraz Matki Boskiej Częstochowskiej w świetle badań historii sztuki, Studia Claromontana 5, 1984, 
p. 30; see also: A. RÓŻYCKA BRYZEK, Our Lady of Częstochowa in the Light of Art History, (in:) Ikone und 
Frühes Tafelbild. Wissenschaftliche Beiträge. Martin Luther-Universität, Halle-Wittenberg 1984, Halle 
1986, pp. 163-165; L'immagine d’Odighitria di Czestochowa: origini, culto e la profanazione Ussita, Arte 
Cristiana 76, 1988, pp. 79-92. 
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ling of Mary's dark-olive complexion makes the picture resemble the Sienese painting 
of the Trecento, while the manner of depicting the robes, additionally covered with a 
uniform pattern of gold fleurs-de-lis in a stiff arrangement, independent of the ar- 
rangement of the folds and thus in fact heraldic, reveals a Gothic, perhaps Hungarian- 
Cracow, feature. 

It is worth recalling here that Professor Rózycka, conscious of the presence of 
*iconic" traits in the Czestochowa picture, which she revealed in her iconographic- 
formal analysis, consistently defended its religious status in terms of the Catholic cult 
rejecting its definition as an icon, according to her unacceptable even as a colloquial 
term. She defined an icon as an image venerated as holy in the Orthodox Church. At 
the same time she emphasized that the Czestochowa picture acquired the real status of 
an icon after the town had been taken by the Russian troops (1813), when its copy as a 
visible sign of the triumph was placed in the cathedral of Our Lady of Kazan in St Pe- 
tersburg, erected as a sanctuary for the icon of Our Lady of Kazan - a picture of the 
highest national-palladial status in Russia. She returned to this question in a short text 
about Mikolaj Lanckorohski’s visit to Constantinople". This author of the history of 
the Image of Czestochowa, Historia veneranda imaginis Beatae Mariae Virginis quae 
in Claro Monte in magna veneratione habetur, was certainly acquainted with the tradi- 
tion linking the prototype of the Hodegetria with St Luke the Evangelist; this epithet 
together with its obvious iconic connotations never appeared in his work with reference 
to the Jasna Góra picture for which he always used the Latin terms imago, tabula or 
pictura. 

However, the Jasna Góra picture is ascribed the doubtless status of an icon — in a 
historical sense due to its formal features and in a spiritual sense owing to its cult in the 
convent — to the mosaic image of Virgin Hagiosoritissa in the convent of Poor Clares 
in Kraków. Professor Rózycka established that the Kraków convent's tradition linked 
this late 12" century work of an anonymous Constantinople master with the Blessed 
Salomea and held in particular veneration as a relic of the founder of the convent and 
as a miraculous picture of intercessory power at the hour of death, brought to the bed of 
the dying sisters. 

Three surviving ensembles of monumental painting, as shown in the Chapel of the 
Holy Trinity in the castle of Lublin, the chancels of Sandomierz Cathedral, and the col- 
legiate church at Wislica — were founded by Ladislas (Wladistaw) Jagiello; while the 
fourth set, in the Holy Cross Chapel on Wawel, was executed on the order of Casimir 
(Kazimierz) the Jagiellonian. Professor Rózycka started her research work with the 
conviction that, for technical reasons it was necessary while following Panofsky's 
method to identify their deeper spiritual meaning in its multifaceted relations with his- 
torical circumstances, artistic traditions and — as going beyond them — also individual 
preferences of the artists or the donors. This is in addition to studies of the iconography 
and style of these paintings, which are indispensable in terms of research skills and 
methods. As a point of departure she adopted the principle that each of these sets 
should be considered separately, as their possible spiritual and artistic unions were be- 


? Mikołaja Lanckorońskiego pobyt w Konstantynopolu w roku 1501 — nie tylko postowanie, Folia His- 
toriae Artium, Seria Nowa 5-6 (1999-2000), pp. 77-89. 
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ing revealed in the course of studies conducted in this way. The scientific value of 
these studies encompassed three fundamental aspects: material-factual, interpretative, 
and methodological, in all of them constituting the source of a sound knowledge and 
inspiration. 

As has already been mentioned, she started her study of the Jagiellonian Ruthenian 
paintings with the frescoes in the Holy Cross Chapel on Wawel, commissioned on the 
order of King Kazimierz Jagiellonczyk and executed in 1470 by, as she established, 
Pskov artists. 

In her extensive and exceptionally detailed iconographic study of the depictions 
covering the vaults and walls of the Wawel chapel, she introduced into the Polish artis- 
tic vocabulary some fundamental notions relating to the history of Byzantine art. These 
included terms related to terminology and research methods and through them the fun- 
damental symbolic message of this art with its characteristic overriding principle of the 
gradualistic order of pictorial narration, determined by the Neo-Platonic conception of 
existence and by the symbolic-liturgical functionalism of sacred architecture. Such a 
line of interpretation of particular compositions and their sequences within the distin- 
guished themes permitted her to reveal a number of historical-spiritual aspects of this 
extraordinary work. The logical and well-ordered arrangement of scenes, while gener- 
ally conforming to the standard Byzantine program, had been subjected here to some 
alterations aimed at adapting it both to the architectural requirements of the Gothic in- 
terior and the confessionary needs of the Catholic viewer. According to her findings, 
the Christological symbolic axis of this program was determined by the dedication of 
the chapel, while the eschatological axis was set by its sepulchral function; she sup- 
plemented this second aspect with a discussion of the newly-discovered fragments of 
the Anápezon composition, which was published posthumously'”. Nevertheless, the 
iconographic identification of the Wawel frescoes — historically Ruthenian but geneti- 
cally Byzantine, thus in this respect closer to the earlier commissions by King 
Wladistaw Jagiello — did not solve the problem of their style. Professor Rózycka criti- 
cized previous views about the causes of introducing such paintings into Catholic 
churches in the heartland of Poland; such as the lack of local painters’ workshops, a 
programmatic pro-union expression, or the existence of the Polish school of Byzantine 
painting. For the first time she formulated and stated her thesis that they were manifes- 
tations of the personal preferences of the founder of the Jagiellonian dynasty in Poland 
and that Kazimierz Jagiellonczyk, who took up his father's initiative only once, fol- 
lowed the family tradition. Her conviction of the direct relationship between an idea 
and the form of a work of art, conditioned by the original conception of the artist or the 
donor was developed systematically and on many levels in her successive studies on 
the frescoes in Wislica, Sandomierz, and Lublin. 

The next place in the chronology of Prof. Rózycka's bibliography concerning these 
researches is held by the Wislica frescoes, extensively described in her 1963 publica- 


? Obraz Czuwającego Emmanuela w Kaplicy Świętokrzyskiej na Wawelu, Modus. Prace z historii sztu- 
ki VII, 2006, pp. 53-58. 
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tion’. She was well aware that their poor state of preservation had permitted only very 
cautious considerations of their style and artistic quality, whereas it gave much more 
scope for iconographic analysis. At that time she was inclined to date them to the pe- 
riod preceding the creation of the Lublin frescoes and to link them with an artel from 
south-western Ruthenia, while she discerned in them certain features of Serbian art. In 
conclusion, she admitted with her characteristic straightforwardness that any attempt at 
closing the question of the Wislica paintings would be premature. As she expected fu- 
ture efforts towards conservation of the frescoes, which she considered a dire necessity, 
she returned to them in the context of more general considerations of Jagiello's founda- 
tions, for the last time in their synthetic discussion in 2004. She upheld her earlier dat- 
ing and specified her stylistic identification by indicating two independent painters 
from the circle of West Ruthenian art to have been active here. When the team of con- 
servators under the direction of Prof. Władysław Zalewski completed restoration 
treatment in the Wislica collegiate church in 1999, she was unfortunately not strong 
enough to undertake the titanic task of writing a monograph of the frescoes, thus leav- 
ing it to her pupils. 

The second, and unquestionably more important, study is her book on the Lublin 
frescoes, which was published in 1983 as the basis for the conferral of a postdoctoral 
degree”. Her attitude as a researcher is presented within it, characterized by a model 
conjunction of the methods of Panofsky and Godefridus J. Hoogewerf, although by that 
time they were no longer radically innovative. Nevertheless, by the logical sequence of 
successive research stages and the accumulation of comparisons documented by a wide 
selection of bibliographic references as well as an accurate and objective interpretation 
of the artistic facts emerging in the course of analysis, Prof. Rózycka set an instructive 
example of what is called the art historian's skills and methods, with the entire range of 
indispensable concepts, along with factual and methodological knowledge. Her perspi- 
cacious analysis of the symbolic message conveyed by the Lublin paintings, in addition 
to the doxological content (the vault zone), general in Byzantine art, as well as the his- 
torical narrative (nave walls) and auxiliary hagiographic themes, with the obvious 
omission of the Eastern catechesis in the Eucharist due to the Roman-Catholic ritual 
performed here, indicates their individual traits related to the founder's personal aes- 
thetic preferences and his attachment to the Ruthenian cultural family tradition, which 
had been convincingly confirmed by Jan Długosz's explicit statement that the king 
valued this art more highly than Western art (“Шат enim magis quam Latinam proba- 
bat"). She thus consolidated the conviction expressed in her earlier study of the Holy 
Cross Chapel that it was necessary to go beyond the routine pattern of a strictly icono- 
graphic interpretation of a work of art in order to bring out its individual characteris- 
tics. In other words, the symptoms of cultural attitudes as presented by Ernst Cassirer, 
or of *a deeper sense" according to Panofsky. In an effort to avoid subjectivism, how- 
ever, she sought substantiation in historical written records and the contemporary 
chroniclers’ accounts, such as in the royal itinerarium, painstakingly reconstructed on 


^ Bizantynsko-ruskie malowidła ścienne w kolegiacie wiślickiej, Sprawozdania z posiedzeń Komisji 
Naukowych Oddziału PAN w Krakowie VII/1, 1963, pp. 241-243. 


? Bizantyńsko-ruskie malowidła w kaplicy zamku lubelskiego, Warszawa 1983. 
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the basis of those sources, and also in the accounts of the royal household. Further- 
more, she returned time and again to the description of the paintings themselves, giving 
a critical assessment of her own formulations at that stage of research and weighing 
their objective value in direct, continually repeated comparison. It sufficed to compare 
descriptions of the scenes in the first and in the second book (1983, 2000)! on the Lub- 
lin murals. 

Unfortunately, she did not manage to write a study of the frescoes in the chancel of 
Sandomierz Cathedral, leaving a synthetic discussion of them in 2004" and an article 
published in 20065. She was convinced that the state of preservation of the paintings, 
despite their thorough restoration in 1932-1934, permitted their entire iconographic 
program to be deciphered and to some extent their stylistic features to be characterized. 
Therefore, in her preliminary assessment she claimed that among Wladistaw Jagiello's 
foundations these frescoes were, in their stylistic aspect, most intensely imbued with 
Balkan elements. In iconographic terms, however, despite their conformity with the 
Byzantine tradition in details, she discerned in the sequence of principal themes a de- 
parture from the rigid canonical programs in favor of bringing out the Marian theme in 
obvious reference to the dedication of the Sandomierz church, but also to the king’s 
personal intentions. She was working on it literally till the last moments of her life, 
promising in a telephone conversation to bring on Monday the 5" of September some 
more pages ready to go to press... 

The second and equally important aspect of Professor Rózycka's academic biogra- 
phy is connected with her career at the Jagiellonian University. She became a univer- 
sity teacher rather late, in 1978, after 27 years’ work at the Czartoryski Museum. At 
first as a lecturer and then from 1985 as a Reader in the Department of the History of 
Medieval Art, she slowly but stubbornly cleared the way for the creation of the history 
of Byzantine art as an independent university discipline, culminating in the establish- 
ment in 1989 of the Department of the History of Byzantine Art which she headed as 
associate professor until her formal retirement in 1999. Parallel with this she also per- 
formed other functions: from 1986 to 1989 as Head of the Postgraduate Museological 
Study, in the years 1984—1987 as Deputy Director of the Institute of the History of Art, 
and from 1993 to 1996 as its Director; as usual she invested all her abilities and emo- 
tions in the current university affairs, including the most tedious administrative duties. 
The moving of the Institute from the Collegium Maius to its present premises at 53, 
Grodzka Street was a particularly stressful experience for her. 

However, she immensely enjoyed teaching. She lectured regularly on a wide range 
of subjects concerning Byzantine and medieval art in Poland, in time focusing on the 
questions of the Jagiellonian murals. The last cycle of her lectures pertained to the 
Sandomierz frescoes. 


6 Freski bizantynsko-ruskie fundacji Jagielty w kaplicy zamku lubelskiego, Lublin 2000. 


7 Malowidła ścienne bizantyńsko-ruskie, (in:) Malarstwo gotyckie w Polsce, vol. 1-3, ed. A.S. 
LABUDA, K. SECOMSKA, Warszawa 2004 (=Dzieje sztuki polskiej, vol. II, part 3), vol. 1, pp. 155-184. 


8 Cykl maryjny we freskach ,,graeco opere" fundacji Władysława Jagiełły w katedrze sandomierskiej, 
Modus. Prace z historii sztuki VII, 2006, pp. 33-52. 
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She derived great satisfaction from her work with the students and was very excited 
about each lecture or individual talk. Occasionally she was painfully surprised to find 
that not everybody shared her emotional approach to scholarship, which she saw as an 
outlook on life, and an attitude marked by intellectual passion and aesthetic sensibility. 
She took special care of an intimate circle of her students, for whom she tried to obtain 
scholarships abroad and thus fostered the development of their academic careers, but at 
the same time she did not lose sight of the ordinary problems of their daily lives, of 
which she took a lively interest. Her illness forced her first to interrupt her classes at 
the University and later to restrict her contacts with students as well. This became a 
real drama of her life. She tried to overcome the progressing physical weakness by 
willpower in a dramatic struggle, writing the last texts despite weakness and exhaus- 
tion. 

It was also for educational reasons that she published books discussing general no- 
tions and phenomena in Byzantine culture; for instance, a synthetic presentation of the 
history of icon painting, its formal origins and doctrinal function in the sacred-liturgical 
and symbolic context of a domed central building. On those occasions she cited the 
ample literature on the subject, frequently taking a critical stance on some opinions 
expressed in it or presented her own point of view. The special value of these publica- 
tions lies in the introduction into the Polish language of either the original Greek, Latin 
or Ruthenian terminology or the scientific terms which appeared at first mainly in the 
Russian and French literature and in recent decades usually in English publications. In 
the first case she preserved the original form of the word, whereas for the scientific 
names used in foreign literature she always tried to find their Polish equivalents, some- 
times entering the domain of word formation. 

Her undoubted literary talent supported by her philological studies manifested itself 
in the striking pertinence of expressions, not infrequently verging on neologisms, and 
in the vividness of phrases, sometimes elaborate or extremely complex. On the other 
hand, her intellectual discipline and sense of responsibility for each word led her to a 
gruelling self — editing of her texts, searching for the most adequate terms, which led to 
making incessant changes until the last moment before they went to print, lest her facil- 
ity in writing should lead her to too easy a formulation of opinion of even minor com- 
ments. This was done at the same time in order to harmonize the precision of scientific 
thinking with the rhetorical fluency of phrase. 

Following her successive dissertations, it is possible to note how she gradually gave 
up the principle of logical ordering of historical accretions of iconographic types and 
motifs in favour of deciphering the inner coherence of a work of art, expressed in the 
adequacy of form in relation to an idea, thus the adequacy of art in relation to humanis- 
tc thought which in the Middle Ages was mainly expressed in theology, but also in 
studies on the philosophical heritage of Graeco-Roman antiquity. These acute interpre- 
tations were reinforced by a profound knowledge of the history of art was accompanied 
by her most emotional response to aesthetic qualities of a work of art. This keen sensi- 
tivity to beauty was much more apparent in conversation than in publications, but it 
was detectable even here, despite academic restraint. 

Furthermore, she was firm in expressing her conviction that the exceptional signifi- 
cance of Byzantine painting resulted from its theocentric anthropomorphism, from the 
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affirmation of this world, whose beauty is a reflection and visualization of the absolute 
beauty of the ideal world, and, finally, from its profound humanism rooted in classical 
antiquity but validated in Christianity through faith in the divine Incarnation which has 
elevated man to the status of the image of God. 

One can refer to her a paraphrase of Jakob Burckhardt's words from his letter to 
Heinrich Schreiber (2" February, 1878): “I keep thinking about harmonizing the ideal 
world with the real one, or rather the latter with the former, and when I cannot actually 
do it, I find consolation in poetry: it can do what I cannot". 
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ON THE FRINGE OF THE BYZANTINE WORLD: 
THE *ETHIOPIAN MEMNON" AND HIS VISITORS 


The present paper belongs to the outskirts of what was the main topic of this con- 
ference. However, it concerns the problem of new peoples on the frontier of the late 
Roman or Byzantine world. Here shall be discussed an aspect of Upper Egypt in the 
late Roman and early Byzantine period. 

Memnon is known from ancient Greek sources as a legendary king of Ethiopia’. 
Various royal interpretations of the person of Memnon can be found not in Ethiopia or 
Nubia but in Egypt, since the notion of Ethiopia in Greek literature may include Upper 
Egypt as well. For example, Athenaeus states that in Abydos, crowns were deposited 
by the Ethiopians after Memnon's death. It shall not be discussed here the Memnonian 
tradition in Greek literature, because the subject is too large and has already been to a 
certain extent discussed by André Bataille in his study of the Memnonia’. 

The most famous Egyptian incarnation of the “Ethiopian” Memnon are two famous 
colossal statues of Amenhotep III in Western Thebes, which once stood in front of an 
enormous temple erected by that ruler of the 18" Dynasty and now almost completely 


' The question whether there were two Memnons, the Trojan and the Ethiopian, (as suggested by Phi- 
lostratus, Her. 3, 4) or a single hero, was present in the ancient mind. An extensive discussion of Memnon 
can be found in the erudite study by A.-J. LETRONNE, La statue vocale de Memnon, Paris 1833. For a more 
recent discussion see A. BATAILLE, Les Memnonia, recherches de papyrologie et d'épigraphie grecques 
sur la nécropole de la Thébes d'Égypte aux époques hellénistique et romaine (Publications de l'IFAO 23), 
Le Caire 1952, pp. 1-21; A. GARDINER, JEA 47, 1961, pp. 91-99; G. HAENY, BIFAO 64, 1966, pp. 203- 
212; R.S. BIANCHI, Memnonskolosse, Lexikon der Ägyptologie IV, Wiesbaden 1982, pp. 23-24; G.W. 
BOWERSOCK, The Miracle of Memnon, BASP 21, 1984, pp. 21-32; cf. A.&E. BERNAND, Les inscriptions 
grecques et latines du Colosse de Memnon, (IFAO, Bibliothéque d'étude, vol. 31), Le Caire 1960. 


? BATAILLE, op. cit. 
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vanished (at present the temple is the object of German excavations). Numerous an- 
cient tourists — including Roman emperors — came to admire the colossi. The Roman 
travellers went to the western Theban plain to hear a strange acoustic phenomenon — 
the “miraculous” voice of Memnon, last time recorded by Philostratus; however, he did 
not visit the colossi personally, as his description shows, and his account is believed to 
be posterior to the last real occurrence of the voice. The known records end at the be- 
ginning of the 3'* century. According to the general belief, Memnon's voice disap- 
peared under Septimius Severus who visited Egypt in 200 A.D. The present writer is 
convinced that it was rather the emperor Antoninus Caracalla who ordered the restora- 
tion works that silenced the famous statue of Memnon in 215°. 

There were, however, in western Thebes other Memnonian monuments, which re- 
mained famous and were visited until the Byzantine period. Firstly, there was an area 
called Memnonia situated behind the colossi. The name of Memnoneia designated par- 
ticularly the western Theban area of Djeme”, closely associated with the famous temple 
and palace complex of Medinet Habu built by Ramesses III. In the Later Roman period 
the temple precinct of Medinet Habu was called kdotpa. Meuvovetov? which re- 
mained a designation of the place also in Coptic documents (TTKACTPON Мхнмє)°. The 
actual origin of the name of Memnon as a Greek interpretation of an Egyptian royal 
epithet has been discussed elsewhere’. My conclusion pointed to the original Rames- 
side epithet Mery Amun pronounced Meamun as the basis for the Greek distortion into 
Memnon. The original Memnon was not Amenhotep III. Only the relative proximity of 
the colossi of Amenhotep III to the Memnonium of Ramesses II (Ramesseum) and also 
to the Memnonium par excellence of Ramesses III (Medinet Habu) made the interpre- 
tation of the colossi as statues of Memnon possible. 

In the western Theban Valley of the Kings there is a “tomb of Memnon". In fact it 
is actually a tomb of two Ramesside rulers of the 20" Dynasty. King Ramesses V 
(1148-1144 B.C.) was the first owner of the tomb, named KV 9, which is known today 
as the tomb of Ramesses VI. After the short reign and premature death of Ramesses V, 
it was Ramesses VI (1143 or 1144-1136 В.С.) ог Amenherkhepeshef II (Nb-m3't-R’ 
mrj-Jmn R'-msj-sw Jmn-hr-khpsh=f ntr-hq3-Jwnw), his paternal uncle — a son of 
Ramesses III (brother of Ramesses IV), who appropriated the unfinished tomb. 


* A. ŁUKASZEWICZ, Aegyptiaca Antoniniana, Warszawa 1993, pp. 163-166. 

* H. MESSIHA, Memnonia, The Coptic Encyclopedia, vol. 5, New York 1991, 1586. 

> Cf. UPZ II 180 b. 22-26, commentary p. 173; cf. Kees, RE XV, 650; A. BATAILLE, CdE 26, 1951, 
p. 327 n. 3. In the present writer's opinion the genitive form does not imply that only a part of the 
Memnonia formed the castra, but that what was called Memnonia par excellence was considered the castra. 


As a matter of fact from the very beginning the precinct of Medinet Habu had the nature of a fortress and 
was used as such on various occasions. 


$ e.g. no. 116 (in:) W.E. CRUM, Koptische Rechtsurkunden des achten Jahrhunderts aus Djéme (The- 
ben), vol. 1, Leipzig 1912; cf. W. TILL, Erbrechtliche Untersuchungen, Sitzungsberichte der philosophisch- 
historischen Klasse der Akademie der Wissenschaften, Wien, 229/2, 1954, p. 212 f. 


7 А, LUKASZEWICZ, Aegyptiacae quaestiones tres, Warszawa 1995, pp. 57-73. 
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Ramesses V was, however, buried there in year 2 of his successor, as we learn from an 
ostracon?, The tomb was enlarged and adapted for a joint burial. 

The identity of an element of the full name of Ramesses VI (Nebmaatre) with the 
prenomen of Amenhotep III is certainly relevant. The signs for Nebmaatre in the car- 
touche of Ramesses VI may have been a sufficient reason for the false identification of 
the king in the times of the extreme popularity of the vocal Memnon. In the same car- 
touche of Ramesses VI there are also hieroglyphs for mrj-Jmn. This may be a key to a 
solution of the riddle — it is perhaps not only because of Nebmaatre, but also because of 
the epithet mrj-/mn or Meamun (which, as stated above, was a standard element for the 
names of the rulers of the 19" and 20" dynasties) that Ramesses VI could be mistaken 
for Memnon. However, he shared this epithet with other Ramesside monarchs. In real- 
ity it was his father Usermaatre Meryamun Ramesses III, probably often confused with 
Ramesses II, who was the original Memnon of the Greeks. 


* 


Since the recent discovery by O. Schaden, the number of royal tombs discovered in 
Western Thebes has reached 63. Surprisingly, many were known already to ancient 
writers. Diodorus Siculus who visited Egypt between 60 and 56 B.C. gives the number 
of 47 royal tombs in the valley of which only 17 were at that time considered undes- 
troyed. Strabo, a friend of the Augustan prefect Aelius Gallus, who had travelled in 
Egypt in 25 — 24 B.C. states that there are around 40 tombs. The high number of tombs 
which had been recorded does not mean that an equal number were accessible. Some of 
them, however, could at that time be visited inside. They were seen by curious travel- 
lers in circumstances easy to imagine, by the scarce light of lamps or torches. 

The tomb of Ramesses VI is particularly rich in text and iconography quoted from 
books concerning the underworld and heaven’®. In the rooms and corridors of that 
royal Egyptian tomb there are over one thousand pieces of Greek graffiti commemorat- 
ing a visit by their writers to the tomb of Memnon. The Memnonian graffiti in the tomb 
of Ramesses VI began in the first century A.D. and continue until at least the 6" cen- 
tury A.D. 

The ancient visitors arrived on donkeys after having inspected other curiosities of 
the Theban West. They usually saw the colossi of Memnon, Ramesseum, Medinet 
Habu, and sometimes the temple of Queen Hatshepsut. Repetition of some names 
known from KV 9 (Ramesses VI) in other tombs also shows that the visit was usually 


* Ramesses VI added his name to the list of sons of Ramesses III at Medinet Habu. The fact that his 
name (and the name of Ramesses III!) had been omitted at that list, is considered by Nicolas Grimal a pos- 
sible sign of a succession war in the royal family: N. GRIMAL, Histoire de l'Egypte ancienne, Paris 1988, p. 
379. 'The power of the priesthood of Amon-Re overshadowed the king. The Egyptian authority outside the 
Nile Valley is reduced to Sinai (the last mention of a New Kingdom ruler in that area is that of Ramesses 
VI) and to a remnant of influence in the Syro-Phoenician region. 


° J. v. BECKERATH, Handbuch der ägyptischen Kónigsnamen, München-Berlin 1984, p. 95. 
"© №. REEVES, R.H. WILKINSON, The Complete Valley of the Kings, London 1996, pp. 37, 164. 
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not limited to one syrinx. Some tourists state that they visited all the syringes (e.g. 
1264)'', others give the number of the tombs they had seen (the maximum explicitly 
mentioned is six). In the tomb of Ramesses VI a second visit to the same monument is 
mentioned (1429, 1440). The graffiti are found in various parts of the tomb: their re- 
spective location may throw additional light upon the condition of the visit. In addition, 
modern travellers left in the tomb some commemorative graffiti including Roziére, 
Castex, and Belliard (members of the Institut d'Égypte). 

After partial publications by earlier travellers and scholars, Jules Baillet collected 
about one thousand pieces of graffiti from this tomb during his work in the Valley of 
the Kings in 1888-1889 and 1913-1914". His publication of these Greek texts is still 
useful, but a second survey of that material, including improvements to the readings 
and new interpretations, is absolutely necessary. Baillet's publication requires a num- 
ber of corrections, but even more compelling is the idea that the comparative material 
is larger now and an attempt of a more extensive prosopographical study is possible. 

Sometimes the writers give their profession or rank (civilian or military). Numerous 
known persons are thus recorded, supplementing the information from papyri. Longer 
texts being less frequent, there are, however, some examples of poetry. Dates were 
given only in a few cases. A basic text mentions the name of the writer, and the name 
is frequently combined with provenance. Another type is composed of the name and 
function. Very often the name is followed by verbs like eiSov, iotöpnoo, ко, Ава, 
écpaxo vel sim. Sometimes ёӨооросо is added as expression of admiration. Name 
+ iððv vel sim. + ёдодиосо, is also frequent. 

Another formula contains a name, etc., with éuvno@nv and a mention of friends or 
family. In some texts the word npookbvnua is accompanied by the writer's name in 
genitive. Sometimes, however, the explicit mention of npookbvnua is ommitted and 
we have only the name in genitive. There are also a number of non-typical texts in 
prose and verse. Dated graffiti in the royal tombs cover a wide span of time, from 278 
B.C. (from Baillet's nr 30, the tomb of Ramesses УП) to about A.D. 537 (Horion, gov- 
ernor of Upper Egypt)”. 

Important persons of the later Roman period visited the tomb, both civilian (such as 
Claudius Bassus alias Himerius, the catholicus of Egypt: no. 1247, cf. also no. 1249; or 
1282 where a comes of Thebaid signs to commemorate his visit) and military (e.g. Ti- 
berius, a centurio princeps, no 1294). A curious example of a writing practice is illus- 
trated by a graffito of Heracles, comes of Thebaid (no 1282) visible on one of the 
gates. The corpus of the text HpaxAfc | кошс | Onßaesidog | was written by an 
amanuensis or assistant, while the final word s0aduaoa was written en guise de sig- 
nature by the comes himself. 


!! Numbers refer to items in J. BAILLET, Inscriptions grecques et latines des tombeaux des Rois ou sy- 
ringes à Thébes, Le Caire 1926. 


12 BAILLET, Inscriptions, fasc. IV, p. IX. 
" REEVES, WILKINSON, Valley, p. 51; BAILLET, Inscriptions IV, p. XX, XXIII. 
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Another graffito was written by a Greek who could read the hieroglyphs, as we may 
infer from the statement іу кой Aavayvovg | [EBavuJaca (1404). The remnants of 
personal names in this inscription are Greek. Next to that text, there is a graffito left by 
a Greek from Askalon who could not read the Egyptian writing, with a comment by 
someone else: 


Bouptxtoc сҳоластікос | 'AokaAovitngs істортсос | Kaxéyvav éluavtoù, oux 
tó Uh Éyvokévor тоу Aóyov.| - Obx dnedeEGunv oe (fic) ёпир с © Вооррїў1в'*©. 

“Burichios advocate from Askalon after having visited, I have condemned myself 
for not having understood the text. 

— I do not congratulate you on that irritation, o Burrichios!” 


Personal names mentioned in the graffiti are of great interest. Some names are 
known exclusively from Egypt, like Nemesion, a name abundantly attested in papyri? | 
Some frequent names like ПоџоуӨтс, ФдоџоуӨтс, VeuuovOnc, ITAévig or IIAfvig 
are an eloquent indication of the origo of their bearers: they are typical for the Theban 
region, and especially for the Theban West and the area of Hermonthis (Armant). 

Egyptian names are not very frequent in this Egyptian tomb, and even rarer are the 
graffiti in Demotic. Memnon was in later antiquity exclusively Greek. Professions, 
ranks and qualities of the visitors are a separate topic, which will be handled in a forth- 
coming book. The tomb has not many traces from the Christian period either. A possi- 
ble Christian text is the graffito no. 1720, reading: Xp(10166). Köulng O[ósXa. 

It appears that, with one Coptic exception, Christian monks, who frequently settled 
in the royal Egyptian tombs, avoided the syrinx of Ramesses VI. This rule is corrobo- 
rated by one exception — a Coptic graffito of an anchorite dwelling in the tomb shows 
his long presence there: 


“Makarius presbyteros? I sit (here) in God years 6. 
Jesus Christ"! 6. 


Some of these visitors’ texts — even in the Christian period — Show a religious i inspi- 
ration. Many of them explicitly mention the name ot Memnon’’. The tomb is called a 
Memnonium (Mepvovetov ёдоораса i історӣсос! 5). An interesting occurrence is the 
appearance of individuals, whose father was almost homonymous with the hero visited. 
However, the genitive Meuvov (1297 Meuvov; cf. 1374 ’Iotöwpog Meuvov) indicates 
rather a son of a Memnos or a Mépvov. 

A particularly interesting phenomenon is the presence among the graffiti of signa- 
tures of intellectuals who state their profession as a scholasticus, a physician, or their 
quality as a philosopher. 

Also a Latin text says: 


'^ BAILLET, no 1405. 

* BAILLET, no. 1024. 

^ BAILLET, no. 1720b. 

" Cf. A. ŁUKASZEWICZ, Aegyptiacae quaestiones tres, Warszawa 1995. 


5 BAILLET, no. 1278. 
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Syringas tuas inivi etc. Eustochius”” 

Eustochius, a physician from Alexandria, was a disciple of Plotin. 

One of the pieces of graffiti reads as follows: 

Ta.Astvoc| 

[ ATA[eć JowvSpe[dg]| 

Bevetov| 

[ арк.” 

To.Aeıvog is in my opinion probably a misspelling for Taurinus. 

Baillet did not pay enough attention to the word ...(?) Bevetov in line 3. It seems 
that this Alexandrian was a member of the circus faction of the B&veror. He probably 
meant BevETov, as a genetivus partitivus indicating his appurtenance to the Blue party. 

We do not know whether this visitor to the tomb of Memnon was an ordinary 
member of the Blue faction or a holder of a function. Regardless of his position, he 
wanted to record his membership in the same way which was usual in Alexandria — by 
a graffito on the walls of an important place. 

Unfortunately we cannot establish even an approximate date of this particular graf- 
fito. The analogies from Kom el-Dikka in Alexandria which illustrate the summit of 
the political importance of the circus factions in Egypt come from the beginning of the 
seventh century. According to evidence from 6" century papyri, the circus was an im- 
portant element of urban life in Egypt. For that reason a date in 6" century is most 
probable. 

The devotion of Memnon is exclusively Greek and purely pagan. 

Some names are neither Egyptian nor Greek, like the Semitic name "Аџрос = Amir 
(1464). It has been recently suggested”! that Ambros present in Greek papyrus texts 
and especially in the graffiti from the Coptic monastery at Bawit is none other than 
Amr ibn al-As, the Arab conqueror of Egypt. If that were true, we could confirm the 
presence of the same person recorded as Amros in our tomb, thus obtaining a date in 
the mid-seventh century for eminent visitors in the tomb. 

It must be stressed that during the late Roman and Byzantine period the southern 
part of Egypt is by no means a safe place. The danger from the Blemmyes and other 
nomadic tribes is well attested in late Roman sources. The Roman garrisons e.g. in 
Edfu ("AzóAAovog zóAig т] МЕТАЛЛ) or the каотра róv Maópov rAnoiov Фу 
protected to a certain extent the region from incursions, but attacks were becoming fre- 
quent in the 5" century (the adventures of Nestorius kidnapped by the Blemmyes in 
435 at the Oasis of Kharga, which is situated not far away from Thebes, is an eloquent 
testimony). We are therefore really on the fringe of the inhabited world and the journey 
to Thebes must have been considered a real expedition. 


2 BAILLET, no. 1257 lines 1 and 6. 
? BAILLET, no. 1851. 


* A. DELATTRE, Le monastère de Baouit et l'administration arabe, Documents and the History of the 
Early Islamic World 23-26 March 2006, Third Conference of the International Society for Arabic Papyrol- 
ogy (ISAP). 
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An interesting example of non-Greek names occurs in a graffito which mentions 
one AaBpéac. Baillet thought of a name from Pisidia”. However, a Slavonic back- 
ground of that name seems to be more convincing. In another tomb of the Valley we 
have a similar name which Baillet had read AaBpéAac ^, but that form may be a ditto- 
graphic (A=a) mistake for ДоВрёос. 

The Slavonic presence in the Eastern Mediterranean in the pre-Arab period is enig- 
matic and every trace is valuable. In later times the occurence of the Sagaliba in the 
Arab world was connected with the slave trade (mancipia Slavonica)””. 

We may expect further information from the graffiti in the tomb of Memnon. Re- 
cently, the writer undertook a survey of these Greek graffiti, which would serve as an 
introduction to a more detailed prosopographical study? 


2 BAILLET, no. 1173. 
23 BAILLET, no. 740. 


* The writer discussed that problem in another paper: A. LUKASZEWICZ, De Sclavinis et sclavis..., Dia- 
logues d'Histoire Ancienne, 24/2, 1998, pp. 129-135. 


> That project is carried out under the auspices of the Polish Centre of Archaeology in Cairo, being a 
part of Warsaw University. I am grateful to the Supreme Council of Antiquities of Egypt for permisison to 
carry out the work and highly appreciate the co-operation of the Egyptian Antiquities Authorities in Upper 
Egypt and particularly in Qurna. 


29 


Byzantina et Slavica Cracoviensia, V 
Byzantium, New Peoples, New Powers: 
The Byzantino-Slav Contact Zone, 
from the Ninth to the Fifteenth Century 
Cracow 2007 


Stanistaw Turlej 


(Cracow) 


THE COLLAPSE OF THE AVAR KHAGANATE AND THE SITUATION 
IN THE SOUTHERN BALKANS. 
BYZANTINE AND BULGARIAN RELATIONS IN THE EARLY 9" CENTURY. 
THE BIRTH OF KRUM'S POWER AND ITS FOUNDATIONS. 


One of the most important events towards the end of the 8" century was the col- 
lapse of the Avar State, which resulted in an epoch-making change in the distribution 
of power in South-Eastern Europe. The Khaganate was replaced on the political map 
by the mighty kingdom of Charlemagne. Subsequently the Franks would expand their 
rule and strengthen their influence on the Middle Danube and the western part of the 
Balkan Peninsula’. The fall of the Avars and the political and ethnical changes that 
followed seemed to go almost unnoticed by the contemporary Byzantine sources. This 
does not mean, however, that Constantinople was unaware of the massive changes that 
were happening in Europe at the time”. No mention of Charlemagne's achievements 
may be explained by the competition for the leadership of the Christian world between 


' J. DEER, Karl der Grosse und der Untergang des Awarenreich, (in:) Karl der Grosse, Lebenswerk und 
Nachleben, ed. W. BRAUNFELS, vol. 1, Düsseldorf 1967, p. 757f; V.K. RONIN, The Franks on the Balkans 
in the early ninth century, Études Balkaniques 21 (1985), pp. 39-57; W. POHL, Die Awaren, München 1988, 
p. 312f; J. SHEPARD, Slavs and Bulgars, (in:) The New Cambridge Medieval History, vol. II c. 700 - с. 900, 
Cambridge 2002, p. 233; R. COLLINS, Charlemagne, Palgrave 1998, p. 89f. I discussed the situation in the 
Balkans at that time in a different paper. 


2 A review of source references on the Avars: S. SZÁDECZKY-KARDOSS, Ein Versuch zur Sammlung 
und chronologischer Anordnung der griechischen Quellen der Awarengeschichte nebst einer Auswahl von 
anderssprachigen Quellen, Szeged 1972. There was a flow of information due to e.g. diplomatic and trade 
contacts: T. LOUNGHIS, Les ambassades byzantines en Occident depuis la formation des états barbars 
jusqu' aux croisades (407-1096), Athénes 1980, p. 152f; N. DROCOURT, Ambassades latines et musulmanes 
à Byzance: une situation contrastée (УПГ-ХГ siècles), Byz. 74 (2004), pp. 352f; M. MCCORMICK, Origins 
of the European Economy. Communications and Commerce, A.D. 300-900, Cambridge 2001, pp. 138f, 
174f. Appendix 4. Communications in the Mediterranean Sea, 700-900, pp. 852-972 (years 768-814, pp. 
875-902). 
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the two states and by Byzantium's decisively weaker position”. Emperor Nicephorus I 
certainly had a good understanding of Frankish affairs. Before he took over the throne 
in 802, he worked closely with Irene and because of his ministerial function he had a 
good deal of information coming from the outside world, some of it probably confiden- 
tial. The presence of the Byzantine military fleet in the Adriatic allows us to assume 
that he had access to direct information on how the situation was developing also in the 
western Balkans”. 

A more insightful analysis of the situation in the Balkans at the beginning of the 9" 
century is possible if our interpretation includes the wider political context related to 
Charlemagne's actions and if our research is based on contemporary sources. It is par- 
ticularly important to precisely reconstruct the conflict between Nicephorus I and 
Krum because we lack information on the Avars' relations with the Bulgarians. What 
is known is that the latter, according to а source from the 10" century, played a pivotal 
role in destroying the Avar Khaganate”, after its fall the Bulgarians did indeed gain 
great territorial advantages by moving the borders of their state westwards and winning 
direct contact with the Franks?. Observing Nicephorus' involvement in resettlement 
operations and the military action against the Bulgarians it seems plausible to assume 
that the Emperor was fully aware of the scale of changes and wanted to take an active 
part in creating a new political order on the Balkan Peninsula after the collapse of the 
Avar Khaganate/. 


3 The relations between Byzantium and Charlemagne: P. CLASSEN, Karl der Grosse, das Papsttum und 
Byzanz, (in:) Karl der Grosse, p. 537f; P. NIAVIS, The Reign of the Byzantine Emperor Nicephorus I, Athens 
1987, p. 162f; W. TREADGOLD, Byzantine Revival, p. 70ff; R-J. LILIE, Byzanz unter Eirene und Konstantin 
VI, Frankfurt am Main 1996, p. 193f. Charlemagne's imperial coronation is discussed in: W. OHNSORGE, 
Das Kaisertum der Eirene und die Kaiserkrónung Karls des Grossen, Saeculum 14 (1963), p. 221f; C.N. 
TSIRPANLIS, Byzantine Reactions to the Coronation of Charlemagne, Byzantina 6 (1974), pp. 347-360; R. 
SCHIEFFER, Neues von der Kaiserkrönung Karls des Grossen, Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften, 
Philosophisch-Historische Klasse. Sitzungsberichte. Jahrgang 2004, fasc. 2, München 2004. 


* Nicephorus’ profile and achievements - Nikephoros No. 8 РВЕ; PMBZ No. 5252. Nicephorus knew 
of Charlemagne's wars with the Avars, as indicated by his operations in the Peloponnese - S. TURLEJ, The 
Chronicle of Monemvasia. The Migration of the Slavs and Church Conflicts in the Byzantine Source from 
the beginning of the 9th century, Byzantina et Slavica Cracoviensia, vol. IV, Cracow 2001, pp. 55f, 151f; 
IDEM, The So-Called Chronicle of Monemvasia. A Historical Analysis, Byz. 68 (1998), pp. 446-468. Situa- 
tion in Dalmatia, see J. FERLUGA, Les îles dalmates dans l'Empire byzantin, (in:) Byzantium on the Bal- 
Tam Amsterdam 1976, p. 127f; I. GOLDSTEIN, Byzant na ladranu, Zagreb 1992. 


* The only proof supporting this opinion is an entry (BovAyapoı) in Liber Suda — an encyclopedic dic- 
tionary placed at the end of the 10" century, about the Bulgarians destroying the Avars; see Suidae Lexicon, 
ed. A. ADLER, Lipsiae 1928, I, p. 483-484; Th. OLAJOS, Le Lexique “Souda” à propos des Avars, Acta 
Antiqua Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 41 (2001), pp. 119-124; W. POHL, Die Awaren, p. 320f. Radi- 
cal views ascribe the decisive role in the fall of the Khaganate to the Bulgarians: P. VÁCZY, Der Fräkische 
Krieg und das Volk der Awaren, Acta Antiqua Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 20 (1972), pp. 375-419, 
or say that the Avars joined the Bulgarians rather than were conquered by them — F. CURTA, Southeastern 
Europe in Middle Ages, 500-1250, Cambridge 2006, p. 149. 


° Relations between the Bulgarians and the Franks — V. GJUSELEV, Bulgarisch-fränkische Beziehungen 
in der ersten Hälfte des IX. Jhp, BBg. 233 (1966), pp. 15-39. The Avars’ situation at the beginning of the 9" 
century — POHL, Die Awaren, р. 3211. 


” Fights with the Bulgarians as such probably were not Nicephorus’ goal and the Empire's policy in this 
region should not be generalised on the basis of its relations with Bulgaria. W. TREADGOLD (A History of 
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The tragic events of 811 surrounding Nicephorus' death and Krum's subsequent 
success obscure the clear and largely consistent information on the power dynamics 
between Byzantium and Bulgaria. We may follow the chronological progress of 
Krum's military operations during his conflict against Byzantium in the contemporary 
works of Theophanes the Confessor’, the so called Dujéev's Chronicle and Scriptor 
Incertus’. What is of particular significance not only for historical research but also for 
study of source texts is Theophanes' account, which enables us to follow the war be- 
tween Byzantium and Bulgaria from the moment Krum appeared on the stage to the 
time he became a real threat for Constantinople. A precise interpretation is an opportu- 
nity to avoid simplifications in the reconstruction of the situation in the region and to 
evaluate preceding events in the context of the short period of 813/814, when Krum's 
power reached its peak, which enables us to see some very rapid changes in relations 
between the two states occurring over a few years'. An analysis of the content of 
Theophanes' narrative and the way he presented the conflict with the Bulgarians en- 


the Byzantine State and Society, Stanford 1997, p. 426) rightly writes about Nicephorus' I politics in the 
Balkans and not towards Bulgaria or in the western part of the peninsula towards Franks'. However, to 
attribute plans to restore the 6" century border on the Danube to him (IDEM, The Byzantine Revival, Stand- 
fort 1988, p. 146) is only possible if we look at the wider political context related to Charlemagne's actions. 
I discussed the situation in the Balkans at that time in a different paper — see footnote 1. 


* Н. HUNGER, Die Hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner, vol. 1, München 1978, p. 334; 
C. MANGO, The Chronicle of Theophanes Confessor, Oxford 1997, pp. V-VII, XLIII-C; A. KAZDAN, Is- 
torija Vizantijskoj Literatury (650-850), Sankt-Peterburg 2002, p. 266f; P. YANNOPOULOS, Constantin 
Porphyrogénéte et Théophane le Confesseur, Byz. 75 (2005), pp. 362-372. Commentary (in:) I. ROCHOW, 
Byzanz im 8. Jahrhundert in der Sicht des Theophanes Quellenkritisch-historischer Kommentar zu den 
Jahren 715-813, Berlin 1991. The special value of Theophanes' account is twofold: he quotes unique in- 
formation, which is often the only preserved source reference on a particular subject, and his work has the 
form of a chronicle. In Byzantine Empire information on the most significant events of the year was proba- 
bly recorded but we have no knowledge on the form of keeping these records - C. MANGO, The Tradition 
of Byzantine Chronography, Harvard Ukrainian Studies, 12-13 (1988-1989), pp. 366-372. Such records, 
created soon after the event in question took place, indicate its meaning in the context of the existing situa- 
tion. Reading Theophanes’ narrative it is possible to see that the author used such materials, which in the 
case of e.g. relations with the Bulgarians, enables us to evaluate the changes taking place; see footnote 12. 


? Both sources contain some very detailed information on the war with the Bulgarians, which were col- 
lected first-hand but recorded later. A review of research: HUNGER, Die Hochsprachliche, p. 333f; I. DUJ- 
CEV, La Chronique byzantine de l'an 811, Travaux et Mémoires 1 (1965), pp. 205-254; R. BROWNING, 
Notes on the 'Scriptor incertus de Leone Armenio', Byz. 35 (1965), рр. 389-411. Dujéev’s Chronicle and 
Scriptor Incertus are independent sources – A. KAZHDAN, L. SHERRY, Some notes on the Scriptor incertus 
de Leone Armenio, Bsl. 58 (1997), pp. 110-112; A. MARKOPOULOS, La Chronique de l'an 811 et le Scrip- 
tor incertus de Leone Armenio: Problèmes des relations entre l'hagiographie et l'histoire, REB 57 (1999), 
pp. 255-262. 


0 There are significant discrepancies in the reconstruction of Byzantium's relations with Bulgaria and 
in the description of the situation in the Balkans at the beginning of the 9" century, e.g. that the Empire's 
position in the Balkans was weaker at the time: I. VENEDIKOV, La population byzantine en Bulgarie au 
début du ІХ siècle, BBg. 1 (1962), p. 261; or that Krum was a serious threat: R. JENKINS, Byzantium: the 
imperial centuries AD 610-1071, Toronto 1996, pp. 120, 125, or that he executed expansionist policy in all 
directions — С. STADTMULLER, Geschichte Südosteuropas, München 1976, p. 122. A detailed review of the 
relations between Byzantium and Bulgaria: V. ZLATARSKI, Istorija na Bálgarskata därZava prez srednite 
vekove, t. ТЇЇ, Sofia 1970, pp. 321-376; J. V.A. FINE JR., The Early Medieval Balkans: a critical survey from 
the sixth to the late twelfth century, Ann Arbor 1991, pp. 94-105; V. GJUZELEV, (in:) I. BoZiLov, V. GJU- 
ZELEV, Istorija na srednovekovna Balgarija, t. 1, Sofia 1999, pp. 126-143. 
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ables us to improve out knowledge of his technique, method and the sources he used". 
The interpretation of the chronicler's account on his contemporary times is still under- 
estimated testimony of the challenge that Byzantium faced in the times of Charle- 
magne, when the rulers of Constantinople had to compare their achievements against 
his successes. Theophanes' position with regard to internal conflicts is clearer in the 
context of the great changes occurring in the West at the time; it enables us to learn 
about the mood among the influential groups in the palace and in the power circles, 
which gives us a better understanding of the circumstances in which the chronicle took 
the shape that it has preserved until our times". 

The conflict between Nicephorus and the Bulgarians was first mentioned in 807. 
The Emperor organised a campaign against them, but threatened by a conspiracy, he 
had to return from Adrianople to the capital. According to Theophanes, Nicephorus 
achieved nothing but at that time the Byzantines managed to resettle some people to 
Thrace, so the operation in the Balkans should not be regarded as a failure. Unfortu- 
nately there is no information whatsoever as to where the resettlers were moved, since 
the chronicler only briefly mentions this event, referring only to the Emperor's motives 
for the resettlement. He accused the ruler of greed and pursuing financial gain instead 
of acting for God's glory, which is a good illustration of his biased way of presenting 
not only Nicephorus' achievements, but his whole reign. Theophanes' way of present- 
ing events is worth noting. He provides very brief information on certain facts related 
to the Emperor's actions that according to him were failures. If he devotes more space 
to his description it is in the form of a spiteful remark, e.g. on repressions against the 


'! The question of authorship or rather the role played by Georgios Synkellos and Theophanes the Con- 
fessor has been a subject of discussion for many years: C. MANGO, Who Wrote the Chronicle of Theo- 
phanes ZRVI 18 (1978), pp. 9-17; IDEM, The Chronicle of Theophanes, I. SEVCENKO, The Search for the 
Past in Byzantium around the Year 800, DOP 46 (1992), pp. 279-293, 289; P. YANNOPOULOS, ,, Comme le 
dit Georges le Syncelle ou, je pense, Théophane", Byz. 74 (2004), pp. 139-145; W. ADLER, P. TUFFIn, 
Introduction, (in:) The Chronography of George Synkellos A Byzantine Chronicle of Universal History 
from the Creation, Oxford 2002, p. XXIXf. This is significant for historical research due to the need to 
evaluate Theophanes' reliability in the part of his text related to his contemporary times. A review of re- 
search ~ W. BRANDES, Pejorative Phantomnamen im 8. Jahrhundert. Ein Beitrag zur Quellenkritik des 
Theophanes und deren Konsequenzen für historische Forschung, (in:) Zwischen Polis, Provinz und Peri- 
pherie, Beitráge zur byzantinischen Geschichte und Kultur, Ed. L.M. HOFFMANN with cooperation of A. 
MONCHIZADEH, Wiesbaden 2005, pp. 93-125. 94. 


Finding contradictions in the account on contemporary times, as well as possible later additions, 
omissions of issues known from different sources and the role of Charlemagne, is an opportunity to use the 
work more fully for the purposes of historical research and study of source texts. This will be discussed 
elsewhere. 


ЇЗ THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6299, AD 806/7, p. 482, 25-29. It seems that without an analysis 
of the overall situation in the Balkans in the early Middle Ages it is only possible to make general hypothe- 
ses about the direct objectives and circumstances of Nicephorus' campaign — NIAVIS, The Reign, pp. 221f, 
226-227, or to take heed of what Theophanes says on the subject - ZLATARSKI, Istorija, p. 326. The mutiny 
against the Emperor — Е. WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien zur Herrschenden Klasse von Byzanz im 8. und 9. 
Jahrhundert, Berlin 1987, pp. 60-61. 


(4 THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6299, AD 806/7, р. 482, 30-483, 3. J. FERLUGA, Untersuchun- 
gen zur byzantinischen Ansiedlungspolitik, ZRVI 23 (1984), p. 55; MANGO, Theophanes, p. 663 n. 2 sup- 
poses that the people in question could have been resettled from Asia Minor. According to TREADGOLD, 
The Byzantine, p. 149, civilians could have been moved into Serdica then. 
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Emperor's own subjects. We can quite safely assume that, had the Bulgarians managed 
to hurt the Empire in 807, the chronicler would have reported this fact as another mis- 
take of the Emperor. Theophanes hated Nicephorus and undoubtedly would not have 
overlooked any of his defeats in his account" 

The events described by Theophanes in the next year, that is the year 807/808, do 
not include information on the Bulgarians or on the Empire's lands in the Balkans. We 
should remember, however, about Staurakios' marriage to Theophano, a relative of 
Empress Irene, at that time. The chronicler's account emphasises Nicephorus’ great 
determination in trying to make this marriage happen despite obstacles! . Everything 
suggests that the marriage was a political one and served to strengthen Staurakios' po- 
sition. By making such an important decision for the heir to the throne, the Empire cer- 
tainly learned about the problems existing in Theophano's homeland and his knowl- 
edge of the Balkan affairs increased! 

We know much more about the Byzantine- -Bulgarians relations in 808/809, when 
Krum was mentioned for the first time’. Theophanes’ account is more detailed than 
his report on the events of 807 and clearly falls into two parts. The first fragment is a 
description of the defeat of the Emperor’s army, and the second one discusses 
Nicephorus' later retaliatory actions against Krum”. According to the chronicler the 
Bulgarians attacked the Byzantines near the Struma and having inflicted losses and 
collected booty, including money for soldiers’ pay, they left unimpeded”. Before 
Easter of the same year Krum captured Serdica and had 6,000 soldiers and many civil- 
ians murdered”'. The second part, including the description of the further fight with the 


/5 The reason of Theophanes’ hatred towards Nicephorus has been а subject of research for many years: 
HUNGER, Die Hochsprachliche, p. 335f; MANGO, The Chronicle, p. LVIII. The oriental tradition praises 
Nicephorus as an outstanding ruler — review in N.M. EL CHEIKH, Byzantium Viewed by the Arabs, Cam- 
bridge (Mass.) 2004, p. 94f. 


© THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6300, AD 807/8, p. 483, 15-20; NIAVIS, The Reign, p. 44. 


' The role supposedly played in the conflict between Byzantium and Bulgaria by the competition for 
the influence among the Slavs is discussed in NIAVIS, The Reign, p. 224f. According to CURTA, Southeast- 
ern Europe, p. 110, from Constantinople's point of view the Slavs in Greece were the most dangerous 
rather than the ones in Thrace close to Bulgaria. 


'8 Nothing certain is known about Krum's origin and the beginning of his reign. It is usually assumed 
that he ruled from 802 to 803: ZLATARSKI, Istorija, p. 322; from 803: I. BOZILOV, Krum, LdM V (1991), 
col. 1552; or from 802: R-J. LILIE, Byzanz. Das zweite Rom, Berlin 2003, p. 194. The hypothesis that he 
took over power in 796 is also plausible: GJUZELEV, Istorija na srednovekovna Bálgarija, Sofia 1999, p. 
126. He may have come from the Avar Khaganate: I. BOBA, The Pannonian Onogurs, Khan Krum and the 
formation of the Bulgarian and Hungarian Polities, BHR 1983, 1, pp. 73-76; R. BROWNING, Byzantium 
and Bulgaria, London 1975, pp. 48-49; Krum, No. 1 PBE I; PMBZ No. 4164. 


? The whole paragraph on the war of 808-809 — THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6301, AD 808/9, 
p. 484, 29-486, 8, is almost four times longer than the paragraph on 806-807. The first part: p. 484, 29-485, 
7; the second part: p. 485, 7-486, 8. 

20 THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6301, AD 808/9, p. 484, 29-485, 4. The place of the battle is 
sometimes identified as Зета! — GJUZELEV, Istorija, p. 127; V. BESEVLIEV, Die protobulgarischen In- 
schriften, Berlin 1963, pp. 177-178. 

?! THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6301, AD 808/9, p. 485, 4-7. Source information on Serdica ap- 
pears only in relation to Nicephorus' actions — V. VELKOV, Zur Geschichte der Stadt Serdica (Sofia) vom 
IV.-IX. Jhdt., Études Historiques 3 (1966), pp. 53-60. According to the local tradition of Thessaloniki the 


35 


Stanislaw Turlej 


Bulgarians, starts with very general information on the failure of Nicephorus' cam- 
paign against Krum on the Tuesday of the Passion Week; the Emperor did not achieve 
anything worth mentioning. Later, the chronicler writes about the Emperor refusing the 
request for the inviolability of the generals who survived the Bulgarian attack, which 
led them flee to the enemy. Then, with no commentary, there is information on the 
promise given by Nicephorus to the citizens of Constantinople that he would spend the 
coming Easter in Krum’s residence (ёу tf ad4f тоб Kpoduuov)”*. However, soldiers 
opposed the plan to rebuild Serdica and started a mutiny; even in this difficult situation 
the Emperor did not lose his cool, calmed the soldiers down by enlisting the support of 
generals and then had the rebels punished”. 

When we analyse Theophanes' account of the war with the Bulgarians in 808-809 
we can immediately point out essential differences between the two parts in both their 
content and style. The first part includes hard, although very general, facts related to 
the Bulgarian attacks, whereas in the second part describing the events clearly was no 
longer Theophanes' goal as he focused on casting the hated Emperor's actions in nega- 
tive light. His account amounts to critical commentary on Nicephorus' failures and 
vileness; facts are of secondary importance. From this perspective the chronicler 
thought it worth mentioning e.g. Nicephorus' cruelty to his soldiers, his greed, guile 
and going back on his word. The account is convoluted and inconsistent, as the chroni- 
cle abbreviates information and mixes affairs of fundamental importance, e.g. the pro- 
gress of the war, with descriptions of the Emperor's tricks to appease the soldiers. Un- 
doubtedly Theophanes was well-informed about the existing situation and had access 
to various sources, which is indicated by e.g. detailed information he quoted when de- 
scribing the soldiers' mutiny; therefore omitting some significant problems, like the 
issue of the Empire's relations with Bulgaria before the war started, or Nicephorus" 
current actions in the Balkans, was not a result of lack of sources or knowledge” . It is 
worth emphasising that on the one hand Theophanes did not pay much attention to the 
issues of foreign policy and relations with neighbours and his earlier information on the 


residents of Serdica took shelter in this city at the time of great Avar and Slav invasions in the early 7 
century — Miracula Sancti Demetrii, II, 2, 8 200, ed. P. LEMERLE, Les plus anciens recueils des Miracles de 
Saint Démétrius vol. I. Le texte, Paris 1979, p. 186. Krum conquered and destroyed the city — G. 
CANKOVA-PETKOVA, O territorii bolgarskogo gosudarstva, VV 17 (1960), p. 140, instead of annexing 
these areas to Bulgaria - K. GAGOVA, Bulgarian-Byzantine Border in Thrace me the 7th to the 10th cen- 
tury, BHR 1986, p. 70. 


22 Krum's residence has been identified as Pliska: DUJCEV, La Chronique, p. 223; R. PANOVA, Some 
reflections on the Khan' residences in early Bulgarian Medieval history, BHR 24, 2 (1996), pp. 105-108. 
Not much is known about Krum's residence at that time apart from information on Nicephorus' 811 cam- 
paign, but it was the most important place in Krum's state. Descriptions of rulers' residences at the time — 
W. POHL, The ‘Regia’ and the 'Hring' — barbarian places of power, рр. 445-446, (in:) Topographies of 
Power in the early Middle Ages, ed. M. DE JONG, C. VAN RHIN, Leiden, Boston, Köln 2001, 439-466. 


* THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6301, AD 808/9, p. 485, 14-22; WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien, 
pp. 62-63 


24 General discussion of Theophanes’ sources - HUNGER, Hochsprachliche, p. 338f. Not much is 
known about the description of events after 780 — MANGO, Theophanes, pp. XCI, 667, n. 18, but it may be 
concluded that, apart from official and other documents, very detailed and confidential information could 
have come from witnesses of the events, the highest officials, which makes some parts of the account very 
valuable. 
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relations with the Bulgarians in the times of Irene and Constantine IV was also general. 
On the other hand we do not know if there was a need to write extensively about every- 
thing, particularly current affairs largely known to the contemporaries. The chronicler 
could abridge information and omit obvious facts, like where the Emperor was at the 
time of Krum's attack, or combine various topics without worrying about the context 
since, it seems, there was no need to present the full account of events as Nicephorus 
himself took care to disseminate news on his plans and achievements among his sub- 
jects, e.g. when he turned to the citizens of Constantinople to announce the campaign 
against Krum”. It was likely for reasons of propaganda and prestige that the Emperor 
stressed the favourable version of events when informing the general public, presenting 
his achievements and successes, and the chronicler, unfavourable to him, may have 
focused on providing inconvenient information and on commentary that exposed the 
inside story on the events that the Emperor took pride in. The negative attitude towards 
Nicephorus is a peculiar guarantee that Theophanes did not overlook any of the Em- 
peror's failures or any opportunity to criticise him for his mistakes; at the same time it 
enables us to take with a grain of salt the descriptions where he generalises the Em- 
peror's failures or uses only sweeping statements and symbols. 

An analysis of the content and form of the paragraph on the Empire's relations with 
the Bulgarians in 808-809 indicates that Theophanes saw the need to inform the reader 
about the Bulgarian attacks and their outcomes, and to comment negatively on how the 
Emperor acted in the situation. Considering the nature of the account we can read the 
report literally and determine the basic data related to the history of the war, particu- 
larly its time and place. In the first part, the chronicler, writing about the Empire's seri- 
ous failures, did not assign responsibility directly to the Emperor. If he did not attack 
Nicephorus despite his dislike of him, we may assume that the Emperor was not guilty 
of any neglect. Not only was the Emperor not accused of being responsible for the ini- 
tial defeats, but he was not blamed for not drawing conclusions from previous failures 
or for idleness either. This is very significant, since Theophanes' interpretation of the 
Bulgarians' actions not only does not support, but simply disagrees with the idea of 
dating their attack on the Struma to 808, and only their capture of Serdica to 809%. 
References to the enemy's attacks are subsequent and are placed in the context of the 
synod of January 809, which enables us to assume that both Bulgarian attacks took 
place in the spring of that year". It seems that Theophanes' account gives no ground 


= An analysıs of Theophanes’ account indicates that Emperor Nicephorus e.g. spread the news on the 
success of the resettlement operations and presented Staurakios as a victorious general at the beginning of 
the 811 campaign. It seems that similar practices were employed in the times of Michael I, e.g. information 
on the mission of the envoys to Charlemagne was made public. Leo V also conducted a lively propaganda 
campaign, e.g. spreading information on his victory against the Bulgarians in Constantinople in 813 in the 
West. Similarly, after Krum's death he sent news about his part in the victory to all cities and lands — Scrip- 
tor Incertus, p. 348, 16-22. 


? The attack is sometimes dated to the autumn of 808: ZLATARSKI, Istorija, pp. 326-327; D. ANGELOV, 
S. KASEV, В. COLPANOV, Bälgarska voenna istorija ot antićnostta do vtorata detvärt na X v., Sofia 1983, 
p. 223f; NIAVIS, The Reign, p. 228; CURTA, Southeastern Europe, p. 149. 


?' THEOPHANES, Chronographia, АМ 6301, AD 808/9, p. 484, 24-28; V. GRUMEL, Les regestes des 
actes du patriarcat de Constantinople, Les Actes des Patriarches, vol. I, fasc. II, Kadikóy-Istanbul 1936, 
No. 378. TREADGOLD, The Byzantine, p. 157 dates the attack to around Easter. 
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for the assumption that the Bulgarians were a match for Byzantium and were able to 
take over the strategic initiative and carry out two attacks in successive years, success- 
fully stopping Nicephorus' expansion. 

It is difficult to interpret the information on generals who survived the Bulgarian at- 
tack and then did not receive the Emperor's guaranty of safety and subsequently de- 
serted, fearing for their lives. Considering the reality of those times we cannot regard 
Nicephorus' decision to punish the generals, who had committed glaring mistakes that 
resulted in the army and civilians sustaining heavy losses as an error. The story about 
the fate of Serdica, where a large garrison was stationed and the Byzantines were 
duped by Krum's words and deceit (66Aw код Adyw) justifies the Emperor's refusal to 
forgive the generals. Even if the fate of the soldiers near the Struma was not known in 
Serdica, the fact that such a strong garrison surrendered without a fight deserved pun- 
ishment similar to the one dealt out for letting the large army near the Struma be sur- 
prised. Nicephorus had to act in a decisive manner to restore discipline in the army*. It 
is worth remembering that since Theophanes did not assign direct responsibility for 
these defeats to the Emperor it is only with hindsight, when the fate of Mesembria was 
known and the chronicler explained away Emperor Michael I's failures with Nicepho- 
rus' mistakes, among others that we can regard it as a bad decision on the part of the 
Emperor. 

Without going into details, Theophanes summed up Nicephorus' campaign against 
Krum as unsuccessful, quoting the information mentioned above on the desertion of the 
Byzantine generals who had not received the Emperor's guarantee of safety and then, 
without explanation, the author returned to the seemingly finished account of the cam- 
paign. Information on the chronology of the events included in the account enables us 
to say without doubt that it is indeed the same campaign that the Emperor started on 
the Tuesday of Passion Week and was supposed to finish in Krum's residence at 
Easter. The chronicler clearly thought that he could not dismiss the operation with just 
one general statement, but he did not present even a brief complete description of the 
events; instead he commented on several episodes, trying not to mention, even indi- 
rectly, Nicephorus' achievements, and use this opportunity to list more of his misdeeds. 
We may safely assume that news on losses sustained by the soldiers and civilians made 
a great impression on the general public. The Emperor's enemies could fuel the atmos- 
phere and Nicephorus thought it prudent to react in a public announcement to the citi- 
zens of the capital, promising to organise a campaign against the enemy and to spend 
the coming Easter in the enemy's palace. 

This declaration should not be interpreted literally as an announcement of an attack 
on Pliska which was then carried out; it was more likely the Emperor's propaganda 
related to his army's next move, which was meant to calm the atmosphere in Constan- 
tinople?. The point was probably to appeal to the citizens' imagination — what severe 


28 THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6301, AD 808/9, p. 485, 6; 9-11; WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien, 
pp. 62, 138 identifies the generals-deserters as the ones that would later serve under Krum, also BESEVLIEV, 
Die protobulgarischen, p. 229. In the case in question the generals could be punished without looking for a 
political subtext, since they were evidently guilty of committing errors in judgement. 


? The Emperor's official speech to the citizens of Constantinople — J. DóLGER, Regesten der Kaiser- 
urkunden des Ostrómischen Reiches von 565-1453, 1. Teil, München-Berlin 1924, No. 369. 
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punishment was waiting for the bold enemy whose residence would be destroyed. Such 
propaganda speeches should be distinguished from military operations that the Em- 
peror intended to undertake. Theophanes' account suggests that Nicephorus' actual 
goal was not to march into Bulgaria but to rebuild Serdica”° . Acting contrary to his of- 
ficial declaration, the Emperor attempted to create the impression that it was the will of 
his soldiers that made him change his plans. Perhaps the discrepancy between Nicepho- 
rus’ propaganda declaration and his deceitful attempt to push the idea of a Serdica 
campaign had a destructive influence on the army's morale and led to the mutiny, as 
well as gave the chronicler the reason to complain about the Emperor breaking his 
promise. The Emperor marched against Krum on the third day of Passion Week; this 
short deadline (of just a few days) that he set for taking revenge on Krum indicates that 
he and the army were away from the capital at the time”'. АП of Theophanes' informa- 
tion pertaining to the actual military operations of both sides in 809 refers to the area 
near the Struma and Serdica; since Nicephorus announced to the citizens of Constan- 
tinople that he would organise an expedition to Krum's residence and he was not 
laughed at by the chronicler for making unrealistic promises, and the soldiers rebelled 
once they realised that the Emperor's goal was to rebuild Serdica, we may assume that 
the army was in a place from which it was possible to reach both destinations, Pliska 
and Serdica, within a few days. 

Theophanes' short and complicated account means that the extent of the Emperor's 
success during the retaliation operation is unclear. However, considering the logic of 
the chronicler's account we may assume that the campaign to Serdica was successful, 
the city was rebuilt and a garrison stationed there, since he only mentions problems in 
carrying out the ‚operation and offers no spiteful comment about the failure of the 
whole operation”. It can be deduced from how the war in 809 progressed that Krum 
did not have significant forces, i.e. forces bigger than his predecessors, and could not 
openly confront Nicephorus. On the contrary, he owed his victories to surprise and sub- 
terfuge. The Byzantine generals were carefree and naive, which made them an easy 
target for Krum. On the strategic scale, the Empire not only did not lose anything, but 
on the contrary, it enhanced its advantage, as was shown by the events of the next 
years, when the Bulgarians were pushed onto the defensive. 

The issue of the Empire’s relations with Bulgaria is not mentioned in Theophanes’ 
description of the events of 809-810. The massive resettlement of people to Sklavinias, 
Nicephorus' biggest offence, was to have been completed by Easter of 810 and there is 


? There is no agreement as to Nicephorus’ achievements during the 809 campaign. TREADGOLD, The 
Byzantine, pp. 157f, 409 n. 206 argues for the capture of Pliska and disagrees with the propaganda nature of 
Nicephorus’ declaration; similarly NIAVIS, The Reign, pp. 232-233; FINE, The Early, p. 95; but SHEPARD, 
Slavs, p. 235 n. 22 expresses a different opinion. 


* The Emperor was in Constantinople, which he left on Tuesday, April 3 — NIAVIS, The Reign, pp. 231- 
232. DÖLGER, op. cit., argued that the Emperor was in a camp not far from Serdica; similarly ZLATARSKI, 
Istorija, p. 327. 


32 NIAVIS, The Reign, p. 234 assumes that Serdica was not rebuilt. TREADGOLD, The Byzantine, pp. 
158-159. 
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no source information about the Emperor's failure and Krum's success”. The resettle- 
ment in question was unusual because the settlers were recruited from among the citi- 
zens of the Empire on a large scale, and were moved to areas described as Sklavinias: 
Toútw tH ёте №ктфорос pet tag боле breEEAevoeIc TÀ OTPATEÚATA лбутт 
TORELVÔOOL OKEWÓLEVOG Xpiotiavods dmotwícoag EK navTróg Өёңотос Eni TG 
ZKkAowtviac үғуёсӨол просётоЁғу?“. The chronicler describes the resettlement in much 
the same terms as earlier events — brief, laconic even, information on the event with no 
additional details as to the progress of the operation and a negative commentary show- 
ing the misfortune suffered by the citizens forced to obey Nicephorus’ order. Apart 
from the resettlers’ complaints about the Emperor, Theophanes’ account lacks any ref- 
erence to the war with the Bulgarians, their neighbourhood or any counteraction on 
their part. We can safely assume that the chronicler intentionally failed to mention the 
success of Nicephorus’ colonisation operation. Based on Theophanes’ account of 812 
we may conclude that Nicephorus had carried out his plans in 810 and could declare 
them a success. Following the description of Emperor Michael I’s failed campaign 
against the Bulgarians in 812, the chronicler referred to the resettlement carried out by 
Nicephorus by quoting information about the escape of Christian citizens from cities 
and fortresses. This part of the account ends with the statement that this marked the 
failure of achievements that Nicephorus had been so proud of *°. If we consider the fact 
that the people who fled in 812 were called Christians just like the ones resettled by the 
Emperor in 810, we may clearly confirm the success of Nicephorus’ resettlement op- 
eration in 810 and using this achievement in the Emperor’s propaganda. It is worth 
recalling Theophanes’ earlier information about Empress Irene and noting his surpris- 
ing restraint; in the description of the events of 812 we would expect to find the 
chronicler’s bitter attack on Nicephorus, who wasted his predecessor’s achievements — 
it had been Irene who, during the 783-784 campaign, had contributed to the fortifica- 
tion of Anchialos and Philippoupolis and named the rebuilt Beroia ‘Eirenoupolis’*. 


3 THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6302, AD 809/810, p. 486, 10-23; Н. DITTEN, Ethnische Ver- 
schiebungen zwischen der Balkanhalbinsel und Kleinasien vom Ende des 6. bis zur Zweiten Hälfte des 9. 
Jahrhunderts, Berlin 1993, pp. 331-360. There is no reason to link this resettlement with the Peloponnese as 
has often been done: P. CHARANIS, Nicephorus I, The Savior of Greece from the Slavs (810 A. D.), Byzan- 
tina — Metabyzantina 1 (1946), pp. 75-92; MANGO, Theophanes, p. 669, n. 2. There may have been an indi- 
rect connection between the resettlements — TURLEJ, The Chronicle, p. 146. 


3 The chronicler may have used the name Sklavinia to emphasise the remoteness and wildness of the 
areas to which the resettlers were moved. Source references to Sklavinia: P. CHARANIS, Observation on 
History of Greece during the Middle Ages, Balkan Studies 11 (1970), pp. 11-13; O. PRITSAK, Sklavinia, 
ODB, p. 1910-1911. 


35 THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6304, AD 811/812, p. 496, 2-8. There is no reason to assume, 
like FINE, Early, p. 96, that Nicephorus' operations against the Bulgarians prior to 811 also failed. 


36 A description of Irene's campaign — THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6276, AD 783/784, p. 457, 
6-11. This issue is very significant not only for the analysis of Theophanes' method but also for determining 
the reach of Byzantium's rule, since there is a difference between leaving the city by a resettler who had 
lived there for a little over two years and by a person whose forefathers had been resettled there decades 
earlier. A review in ns. 6 and 11. 
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Nicephorus' 811 military operations against the Bulgarians are characterised, de- 
spite the appearances created by authors whose writings were influenced by the defeat 
or their dislike of the Emperor, by a clear plan whose execution was ruined by the Em- 
peror's illness. A detailed reconstruction of the events is made difficult mostly by the 
discrepancy between data related to the chronology and the scope of the Emperor's 
military operations according to the two basic texts. " The author of the Dujéev’s 
Chronicle provided detailed information on the campaign and its progress, believing 
that the Emperor's goal was to destroy Bulgaria. After Pliska was captured, the Byzan- 
tine army was to march across the country to reach Serdica”. Theophanes' account 
included in his chronicle is decidedly shorter and less detailed. In many ways it resem- 
bles the earlier parts describing Nicephorus' war against the Bulgarians. Hard facts are 
obscured by accusations against the Emperor who had set off with his son, leaving 
Constantinople in May. After a description of several episodes at the time the army was 
in Markelai and marched to Pliska, there is a more detailed description of Nicephorus’ 
final defeat and death”. The chronicler probably did not want to mention the Em- 
peror's intentions so that he would not have to admit that the evil Emperor did indeed 
achieve some, albeit temporary, success and was right to want to destroy the Bulgari- 
ans but God did not support his designs. We can however well use Theophanes' ac- 
count to reconstruct the progress of Nicephorus' campaign if we remember that it is not 
a historical account but a sort of symbolic story on the circumstances surrounding the 
defeat and death of the hated Emperor. Despite the brevity of the account and the au- 
thor's focus on the misdeeds and godlessness of the Emperor, the chronicler, by pre- 
senting his own vision of Nicephorus' defeat, provided important information that 
complements and explains the data from the Dujéev’s Chronicle. The appearance of 
mutually exclusive information in the two texts results from the fact that the authors 
had a different perspective, different objectives and used different sources. This is par- 
ticularly significant in the case of Nicephorus' plans and the progress of his campaign. 
Including these aspects in the analysis enables us to create a relatively comprehensive 
picture of the events, to avoid the accusation of choosing information arbitrarily, as 
well as to take account of the historical context ^. 

The 811 campaign against Bulgaria was well prepared and Krum wanted to avoid 
the confrontation with the mighty Byzantine army. When the Emperor, who was at 
Markeleia at the time, refused his peace offer, a military solution was unavoidable”. 


?' An analysis ~ DUJCEV, La Chronique, p. 234f. Nicephorus' campaign will be discussed in a separate 
paper. 

* Nicephorus wanted to destroy the Bulgarians. After some victories Pliska was captured, from where 
the army was to march towards Serdica — DUJCEV, La Chronique, р. 212, 26-28. 


* THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6303, AD 810/811, p. 489, 24f. 

= Theophanes knew the history of the campaign, he had access to information and could have provided 
a proper account, i.e. one which would include the basic data. The chronicler presented his own interpreta- 
tion since he clearly did not see the need to describe the facts related to this contemporary event; see foot- 
note 37. 

4! SOUSTAL, Markellai, ТІВ 6, рр. 348-349. GJUSELEV, /storija, p. 128 estimates Nicephorus’ forces at 


70,000 but the army was probably smaller: ANGELOV, KASEV, COLPANOV, Bälgarska voenna istorija, p. 
226: 60 000 see TREADGOLD, The Byzantine, p. 170. 
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All source texts agree that Nicephorus' expedition of 811 was initially a series of victo- 
ries, and the defeat was preceded by the Emperor's illness". The sack of Pliska made 
the Emperor devise plans for the future that had little to do with reality’. How serious 
Nicephorus’ condition must have been is evidenced by his behaviour towards his son, 
whom he publicly scorned, even though at the beginning of the campaign he put great 
effort into building his position as an outstanding general by attributing victories to 
him”. Using the information provided by Dujéev’s Chronicle we may characterise 
Krum’s situation after the initial defeats and the second refusal of his peace offer“. The 
Bulgarian Khan was forced to continue the war by hiring Avar and Slav mercenaries 


and arming women, which proves how difficult his position was": *,..HLIOBWOÓĆLEVOL 


"ABópovc кой тӧс népé ZkAapnviac, кой тйс yuvoaikog ÓvópikóAc koBonAioowteę" s, 


When Nicephorus was overcome by illness słack discipline came into the army as it 
moved increasingly chaotically across the enemy's territory. Krum now saw an unex- 
pected opportunity and decided to carry out a desperate attack which turned disaster 
into victory. Both texts agree as to the limited scope of the attack which was directed 
towards the tent or the camp of ће Emperor”. The unexpected attack deprived the 
army encamped in a large area of leadership and paralysed resistance, causing panic”. 
The success of this operation does not support the idea that the Bulgarian Khan had a 


*2 THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6303, AD 810/811, p. 496, 18; DUJČEV, La Chronique, p. 210, 
11-15; Vita Nicolai Studitae, (in:) Synaxarium ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae, Bruxelles 1902, 343. A de- 
tailed description of the campaign e.g.: ANGELOV, KASEV, COLPANOV, Bálgarska voenna istorija, pp. 226- 
231; TREADGOLD, The Byzantine, pp. 168-174. 


*5 The great initial success may have played a decisive role in a change in the Emperor's behaviour, 
who became overcome by illness: DUJCEV, La Chronique, p. 210, 15-212, 17; 212, 21-24, 28-32; NIAVIS, 
The Reign, p. 242; J. WORTHLEY, Legends of the Byzantine Disaster of 811, Byz. SO (1980), pp. 533-562, 
540. 


* eloeAG6v to(vuv eig thy «АЛУ тоб Kpoópov — DUICEV, La Chronique, p. 212, 17-18. The identi- 
fication of Krum's residence as Pliska seems certain — see n. 22; MANGO, Theophanes, p. 676 p. 17. 
Nicephorus had the existing wooden buildings and fortifications burned, planning to build a city named 
after him on the spot — DUJCEV, La Chronique, р. 212, 23-24. 


43 THEOPHANES, Chronographia, АМ 6303, AD 810/811, р. 490, 18-21. DUJCEV, La Chronique, p. 
212, 32-34. 


= Theophanes’ account indicates that Krum very humbly approached Nicephorus, who was at Pliska, 
with a peace offer: THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6303, AD 810/811, p. 490, 27-29; GJUSELEV, Is- 
torija, p. 129. 


*' DUICEV, La Chronique, p. 212, 43-44, commentary pp. 235-236. After the defeats Krum's army was 
depleted and he had to resort to hiring mercenaries and arming women, see G. CANKOVA-PETKOVA, 
O territorii, p. 140. 


* This is the first information on Bulgarian fighting women — S. GEORGIEVA, The Political activity of 
women during the Period of the First Bulgarian Kingdom, BHR 24 (1996), p. 109. The account indicates 
that this fact reflected a dramatic situation that required such a measure. The subject of fighting women - 
W. POHL, Gender and ethnicity in the early middle ages, (in:) From Roman Provinces to Medieval King- 
doms, ed. T.F.X. NOBLE, London-New York 2006, pp. 168-188, 174. 


* THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6303, AD 810/811, p. 491, 4; DUJCEV, La Chronique, p. 214, 48, 
239. 


% The Byzantine troops were encamped far away from one another — DUJCEV, La Chronique, p. 239; 
HALDON, The Byzantine Wars, p. 74. 
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strong army at the time. The previous year he had been unable to oppose the resettle- 
ment carried out by Nicephorus and, faced with the prospect of fighting against the 
Emperor's whole mighty army, he had tried to end the war by asking for peace regard- 
less of the humiliation. The spectacular victory saved the Bulgarians from destruction 
and enabled Krum to keep his position as their leader. It did not change much in the 
relations with the Empire, which still possessed enormous military advantage and, as 
proved by the events of the following year, kept the strategic initiative, while the terri- 
tory where this military operation occurred should be regarded as marginal from the 
Constantinople's perspective". 

Nicephorus' death and the short reign of the wounded Staurakios was followed by 
the coronation of Michael Rangabe, which Theophanes welcomed with great joy”. 
Writing about the main events at the beginning of this Emperor's reign, the chronicler 
did not mention any attacks or danger posed by the Bulgarians”. The first information 
on the war in the Balkans after the description of Nicephorus' defeat was related to the 
campaign started by Michael I in early June 812. The Emperor marched out of the 
capital against the Bulgarians, to whom the citizens and the bishop of Debeltos had 
surrendered”. Michael's campaign ended in failure for which Theophanes blamed bad 
advisors and the army. The mutinous mood permeating the Opsikion and Thrakesians 
troops was calmed by the Emperor but the soldiers rebelled supposedly fearing the 
fighting and garrison service. The Bulgarians took advantage of the confusion among 
the Byzantines and attacked Thrace and Macedonia”. People fled important cities and 
fortresses, including Anchialos, Beroia, Nikaia, Philippoupolis, Philippi as well as the 
areas on the Struma where they had been resettled, which the chronicler used as an op- 
portunity to remind of and comment on Nicephorus' achievements or rather a lack 
thereof rather than to present the existing situation objectively”. It should be empha- 


?! There is no ground for attributing military advantage to Krum or for overestimating the outcomes of 
the defeat for Byzantium by writing about chaos or broken morale - BROWNING, Byzantium, p. 49; NIAVIS, 
The Reign, p. 249; FINE, Early, p. 97; Curta, p. 151. 


>? THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6304, AD 811/812, p. 493, 20-23; Michael No. 7 PBE; PMBZ 
No. 4989; WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien, pp. 63-64. 


ЭЗ Praising Michael I's generous gifts to the Patriarch, the clergy, the senate, and the army, the chroni- 
cler also mentioned that five talents of gold were assigned for widows of soldiers who had died during 
Nicephorus’ campaign: THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6304, AD 811/812, p. 494, 3-4; TREADGOLD, 
The Byzantine, p. 177. Michael I’s envoys sent to Charlemagne are sometimes perceived as a sign of the 
Empire's weak international position after Nicephorus' defeat in the context of danger posed by Bulgaria — 
THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6304, AD 811/812, p. 494, 20-22; GJUSELEV, Bulgarisch, p. 21. 


* The Emperor marched out of Constantinople on June 7: THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6304, 
AD 811/812, p. 495, 20-24; SOUSTAL, Debeltos, TIB 6, pp. 234-235. 


* THEOPHANES, Chronographia, АМ 6304, AD 811/812, р. 495, 24-496, 2. 


36 THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6304, AD 811/812, p. 496, 2-5; 5-6. The account is very brief 
and general. The chronicler calls the whole Byzantine population ‘Christian’ and the fact that he refers 
separately to the people resettled to the Struma who returned home causes confusion when determining the 
Scope of the earlier resettlements and the ones carried out by Nicephorus. Some interpretations link the list 
of abandoned cities and fortresses with Krum's later successes. The most exhaustive list of places captured 
by Krum is included in the Hambarlii inscription (SOUSTAL, Malomirovo, TIB 6, p. 346); see BESEVLIEV, Die 
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sised that the information referring directly to the progress of war is very brief and as 
general as possible. We do not know where the Emperor's army was headed and where 
it arrived, whether it made contact with the enemy or not and what exactly caused the 
soldiers' discontent. Even more surprisingly there is no mention of the influence that 
the change in the Emperor's religious policy had on the citizens' attitude. One of Mi- 
chael I's first moves was to introduce severe punishments against 'heretics'?". This was 
a serious mistake under the circumstances. The Empire's domains in the Balkans were 
populated by people resettled from Asia Minor and Syria, many of whom were threat- 
ened by such repressions? 5 We do not know why Theophanes ignored this problem in 
his account, since he had presented the resettlers coming to the Balkans as apostates; he 
considered it the emperor's duty to persecute them”. Perhaps we should also consider 
as one possible cause the serious weakening of the Empire's position in the Balkans, as 
shown by the citizens and the bishop of Debeltos surrendering to Krum in the change 
of Constantinople's religious policy under Michael's reign. It seems that there might 
have been a direct connection not only between the failed campaign and disorder in the 
army but also between the change in religious policy and the collapse of defence in the 
northernmost and westernmost Byzantine lands in the Balkans. It should be empha- 
sised that neither Nicephorus' defeat and death nor Krum's operations at the beginning 
of the 812 campaign resulted in disorganised defence; paradoxically it was the pres- 
ence of the great army and the Emperor that had this effect. 

Michael I's military failures during the spring campaign brought the Empire losses 
and diminished the Emperor's prestige but they did not change the situation on the stra- 
tegic scale — Byzantium still had an enormous military advantage over Bulgaria. There- 
fore it was probably not the fiasco of the campaign evaluated in military terms but the 
army's dissatisfaction with the leadership, which did not bode well, that created fa- 
vourable conditions for peace negotiations and ending the war. Theophanes' account is 
very general and so unclear that it is difficult to even tell whether Krum's envoy's, 
Dargameros, arrival to Constantinople with a peace offer was the beginning or the next 


protobulgarischen, No. 2, p. 124ff. GAGOVA, Bulgarian-Byzantine, pp. 70-71; SOUSTAL, Thrakien, TIB 6, 
Wien 1991, p. 83; TREADGOLD, Revival, p. 181. MANGO, Theophanes, p. 681, n. 16. 


3? On Christmas of 812 Theophanes wrote about the coronation of Michael's son, Theophylaktos, and 
the Emperor's speech against the Manichaeans and the Athinganoi, who were to be sentenced to death: 
THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6304, AD 811/812, p. 494, 34-495, 3. The Athinganoi were persecuted 
— op. cit., 497, 3-6. TREADGOLD, The Byzantine, p. 179f. 1. ROCHOW, Die Häresie der Athinganer im 8. und 
9. Jahrhundert und die Frage ihres Fortlebens, (in:) Studien zum 8. und 9. Jahrhundert in Byzanz, ed. H. 
KÖPSTEIN, F. WINKELMANN, Berlin 1983, p. 168. 


°® Constantine V's and Leo IV's resettlements into Thrace included the Monophysites from Syria and 
Armenians, as reported by Theophanes himself, who called them ‘heretics’ and wrote that they were still 
living there; he traced the appearance of Paulicians to them — THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6237, 
AD. 744/745, p. 422, 11-18; AM 6247, AD. 754/755, p. 429, 19-22; АМ 6270, AD 777/8 р. 451, 12-452, 2; 
DITTEN, Ethnische, p. 177f. The population of Byzantine lands could have feared, apart from the collapse of 
the defence system, a change in the religious policy rather than in the financial policy as assumed by 
WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien, p. 65. 


* He openly accused Nicephorus of supporting them: THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6303, AD 
810/811, p. 488, 22-24; ROCHOW, Die Háresie, p. 170. 
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stage of the negotiations with Michael I9). The Bulgarian ruler wanted to sign a peace 


treaty returning to the terms agreed on by Emperor Theodosius III and Kormesiy of 
Bulgaria and if the Emperor refused, he threatened to capture Mesembria®’. According 
to the chronicler the Emperor delayed the final decision because of the unyielding posi- 
tion of bad advisors, who did not accept the mutual release of deserters by both sides. 
Even at first glance such a statement must cause surprise — the Bulgarian ruler could do 
nothing better for Byzantium than to give over its disloyal subjects (like the citizens 
and the bishop of Debeltos) and deserters (like the generals who had fled in 809) — 
since there is no information that mutuality, i.e. giving over Bulgarian deserters, would 
be in any way detrimental to the Empire. It seems that we need to be very careful 
when interpreting this part of the text and reflect on whether Theophanes, listing the 
peace terms and the Emperor's position, did not try to cast the ‘bad’ advisors and the 
Emperor himself in the worst possible light. It was clear to Michael and his aides that 
signing a peace treaty should strengthen his position, which was possible if the agreed 
conditions were to be accepted by the most influential groups in the palace and in the 
army. In 812 restoring the border to its position before the great resettlement opera- 
tions, underway since the reign of Constantine V, may have meant handing over the 
Emperor's subjects under Krum's reign and this in turn may have cause resistance in 
Michael I's entourage”. 

The failure of the peace negotiations resulted in renewed military activities and 
Krum capturing Debeltos and Mesembria. The collapse of the latter was attributed to 


°° THEOPHANES, Chronographia, АМ 6305, AD 812/813, p. 497, 16-26. MANGO, Theophanes, p. 686 
p. 3 refers to the envoys as the next step of Krum's negotiations with Nicephorus, whereas N. OIKONOMI- 
DES, Tribute or trade, The Byzantine-Bulgarische Treaty of 716, Studia Slavico-Byzantina et Medievalia 
Europensia 1 (1988), p. 30 refers to them as the next step of negotiations with Michael I. 


é! DOLGER, Regesten No. 276. A discussion of the treaty terms — OIKONOMIDES, Tribute or trade, pp. 
29-31; G.G. LITAVRIN, K diskussii o dogovore 716 g. mezdu Vizantijej i Bolgarijej, Bsl. 56 (1995), pp. 37- 
43. A mistake crept into Theophanes' account when he mentioned the name of the Bulgarian ruler who 
signed a treaty with Emperor Theodosius III - MANGO, Theophanes, p. 686 p. 4; OIKONOMIDES, Tribute or 
trade, p. 29. BESEVLIEV, Die protobulgarischen, pp. 118f, 60f offers a different interpretation. It seems that 
Theophanes abridged a longer text and fused together pieces of information on two treaties. 


% By insisting on such a condition Krum willingly deprived himself of generals and resettlers. Even if 
we assume that he did not need incompetent soldiers or that he despised traitors, giving over deserters was a 
blow to his own relatives. His sister was married to a Byzantine — Scriptor Incertus, p. 343, 5-8. Possibly 
Theophanes referred to preliminary conditions of negotiations that were a starting point of further talks 
which would define precisely e.g. since when the rule on giving over deserters would be in force or what 
the exceptions would be. 


?! It seems that in our interpretation we should refer to later sources only after a thorough analysis of 
Theophanes' account: ZLATARSKI, Istorija, pp. 533-538; OIKONOMIDES, Tribute or trade, p. 29. 


= Theophanes mentioned Maleinos (SOUSTAL, Meleönön ТІВ 6, p. 353), a place of unknown location, 
where the border with Thrace supposedly was, and failed to mention its further direction westwards. This is 
significant since the Byzantines tried to conquer the lands on the Struma until the 780s. We must try to read 
Theophanes' account literal in the context of the existing reality. What significance, from the perspective of 
the Empire and its citizens, did 30 or 50 pounds of gold have in comparison to a war that cost a fortune and 
involved tens of thousands of soldiers, or trade contacts which could only develop with time, or the fate of 
the deserters, if Krum was to give them over as well. In the light of objective arguments for signing the 
peace treaty Michael I could probably only hesitate with regard to the border and the fate of the population 
who would need to be given over to the Bulgarian power. 
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Nicephorus' mistakes, since the Emperor had driven an Arab in his service to desert. 
This able officer taught enemies to build siege towers that allowed Krum to capture 
Mesembria®. However, Theophanes’ account still misses information that would con- 
firm, at that stage of military operations, the power of the Bulgarians, who may have 
been able to seize Mesembria not as a result of learning t the art of building siege towers 
but probably because of the Byzantine army's idleness . Having finished a report on 
the collapse of that latter city, presenting Arabs’ persecution of Christians in Palestine 
and Emperor Michael’s generous financial support for the inflicted, the chronicler 
praised the ruler only to say openly that he was an incompetent emperor who yielded to 
the influence of Magistros Theoktistos and other dignitaries°’. The last remark is very 
significant for the interpretation of the earlier information about the reasons of the Em- 
peror’s failures in the war with the Bulgarians and his weak position in Constantinople. 
There is no reason to doubt the reliability of the chronicler’s account on the war with 
Krum, we just need to verify the information quoted earlier in the context of defending 
the Emperor’s good name, on: bad advisors, enigmatic problems with the army who 
did not want to fight against the Bulgarians, and Nicephorus’ mistakes that rebounded 
on the Empire years later. 

The dramatic tone of Theophanes’ account of the events that occurred in the autumn 
of 812 does not in any way mean that Krum posed a serious threat to Byzantium. The 
collapse of Mesembria did not have a great influence on the progress of the war and it 
was only because of the chronicler’s involvement in the current politics that it was pre- 
sented as a serious problem. Michael I’s actions were closely observed in Constantin- 
ople; if he wanted to keep the throne, he should have ended the war with the Bulgari- 
ans, since his incompetent leadership could lead to a mutiny in the army and to a coup 
d’état. Until that point the chronicler had been an ardent supporter of the Emperor and 
had tried to create a positive view of the ruler and his actions. Considering our earlier 
observations on Theophanes’ method of presenting events we may find some similari- 
ties in the fragments devoted to Michael and Nicephorus, the only difference being that 
he praised the former and criticised the latter. We should remember that in the context 
of fierce political battle, in which propaganda was a weapon, the chronicler’s involve- 
ment meant that he focused on the current fight for influence among political factions 
in Constantinople and he informed the reader of what was significant in his opinion. 
Looking from this perspective, even though he knew the situation very well, he only 


55 THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6304, AD 812/813, p. 498, 4-13. The expert in question is some- 
times identified as Eumatios, who had deserted in 809 — TREADGOLD, The Byzantine, pp. 184-185, but this 
is not certain. 


°° THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6304, AD 812/813, p. 498, 4-499, 15. THEOPHANES, Chrono- 
graphia, AM 6304, AD 812/813, p. 498, 13-14; SOUSTAL, Mesémbria (2), TIB 6, pp. 355-359. In the light 
of Theophanes’ account, the capture of this city may appear as a great blow for the Empire — VENEDIKOV, 
La population, p. 263, but objectively speaking it is difficult to understand why. Neither its size nor role in 
the defence system, nor the supplies gathered there, were significant for the progress of war on the strategic 
scale. The chronicler paid a lot of attention to this episode, including a description of a council with the 
Emperor, probably to illustrate the mood among the competing factions in the palace and to show the 
mechanism of Michael I's actions. 


?' THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6304, AD 812/813, p. 499, 31-500, 2; TURNER, The Origins, p. 
188; N. KOUTRAKOU, La rumeur dans la vie politique byzantine, Bs]. 56 (1995), pp. 70-71. 
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wrote about the things he thought important, often in a very vague way. Omissions, 
brachylogy and hints make the reconstruction of events more difficult; sometimes it is 
only as a result of accidental references that we may guess what factors really played a 
role, as in the case of Mesembria. 

At the beginning of 813 luck seemed to smile on Michael I when he was informed 
by deserters about a campaign against Thrace that Krum had been preparing, whose 
success depended on surprising the enemy. The Emperor responded by setting off 
with his troops in mid-February; he was able to foil the Bulgarian attack and drive 
them back, inflicting losses. There is no reason to doubt the reliability of this informa- 
tion about how the war progressed. A weak and militarily incompetent Emperor, with 
just a part of his armed forces (compared to the campaign of the previous year) was 
able to successfully stop the enemy. Probably haste forced the Byzantines to act 
quickly, there was no time for councils, the enemy's intentions were known in advance 
and military operations were carried out on their own territory”. Perhaps it was also 
significant that the Emperor's army did not include troops from Asia Minor that were 
prone to mutiny. The battles of January 813 did not contribute anything new with re- 
gard to the strength of Krum's army or his tactics. The Khan had seen his opportunity 
in a hit-and-run attack and was unable to carry out a large scale operation that could 
lead to an open confrontation with Michael's army on the Empire's territory. When the 
element of surprise was lost he had to withdraw and the initiative was on the Empire's 
side. 

The spring campaign of 813 was a turning point in the conflict between Byzantium 
and Bulgaria, it had begun after Mesembria had collapsed. The Emperor ordered the 
troops to assemble in Thrace before spring and he left Constantinople in May to lead 
the large army himself ”. This time Theophanes openly writes about the army's point- 
less wanderings, Michael I’s indecisiveness and the tactical ideas of incompetent advi- 
sors”'. Command of the army was evidently beyond the Emperor’s capability, and in- 


$5 THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6305, AD 812/813, p. 500, 2-6. It is not clear whether the attack 
was meant against the army or civilians - MANGO, Theophanes, p. 687 n. 18. 


© TREADGOLD, The Byzantine, p. 185, rightly noted that this victory improved the Emperor's mood but 
probably also the army's morale. It seems word on this last success can be found in Scriptor Incertus. Sol- 
diers did not fear battle against the enemy in a terrain that favoured them, i.e. different from Bulgaria, 
which was described as inaccessible — Scriptor Incertus, p. 338, 9-12. It is only when one evaluates the 
events with hindsight, when the outcome of the battle was known, that one can call the soldiers' statements 
made at the beginning of the spring campaign ‘lies’. A different interpretation in TURNER, The Origins, 
p. 190. CURTA, Southeastern Europe, p. 152 plays down the significance of this Krum's failure. 


© THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6305, AD 812/813, p. 500, 10-15. The Emperor took care to as- 
semble a large army by moving soldiers from the Arabian border and by organising new enlistment - Scrip- 
tor Incertus, p. 336, 16-22. TREADGOLD, The Byzantine, p. 186 observed that the army may have been too 
large. 


" THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6305, AD 812/813, p. 500, 20-26. Scriptor Incertus’ report on 
operations prior to the Battle of Versinikia is very brief. The Emperor's army marched towards kleisouras 
and that is when the Bulgarians turned up — Scriptor Incertus, p. 337, 7-8. Theophanes wrote a similar de- 
scription of Krum's arrival; references to the army staying on the Empire's territory and not marching fur- 
ther mean that there is no reason to link the Hambarlii inscription with Krum's preparations for the battle of 
Versinikia, as Curta Southeastern Europe, p. 152, proposes. 
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formation on Krum's army arrival and the course of the Battle of Versinikia confirms 
that the Byzantines outnumbered the enemy, the Bulgarian Khan feared a trap even 
during the battle when he saw the enemy line break". Michael I’s defeat led to a seri- 
ous internal crisis and it is difficult to evaluate its size and military consequences. The 
complicated political situation is well illustrated by the way Theophanes presented the 
events. After he described the arrival of both armies at Versinikia, he interrupted the 
account to include a colourful story about iconoclasts in Constantinople, who took ad- 
vantage of the war and uncertainty to organise a performance at Emperor Constantine 
V's tomb, appealing to him to come and rescue the empire! * The chronicler treated the 
battles against Bulgaria and the events in the capital as equally important for political 
reasons. Disappointed in Michael I’s rule and hating iconoclasts, the chronicler openly 
supported the pretender, Leo the Armenian, regarding him as a good candidate for the 
Emperor's throne". It is only due to his biased description that the information in- 
cluded in Scriptor Incertus' narrative takes on a whole new meaning and the two 
sources of information enable us to attempt to reconstruct the military situation at the 
end of Michael I's and the beginning of Leo V's reign? 

During and after the Battle of Versinikia, the Byzantine army probably was not to- 
tally scattered since the themes had fled the battlefield with the Emperor, who, prior to 
going to Constantinople, had handed over the command of the themata to Leo the Ar- 
menian’’. When he was in the capital, Michael I was surprised by Leo’s treachery and 
withdrew to a monastery”. A week after the new Emperor's coronation, on the 16" or 


7? SOUSTAL, Verseniki, TIB 6, p. 205. A discussion — TURNER, The Origins, p. 187f. 


73 THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6305, AD 812/813, p. 500, 30-31; 501, 32-34; Scriptor Incertus, 
p. 337, 9-11, 22-23. The Byzantine army was still stronger — TURNER, The Origins, p. 189 n. 101; HALDON, 
The Byzantine Wars, pp. 76-78; SHEPARD, Slavs, p. 235. 


74 THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6305, AD 812/813, p. 501, 3-21. Theophanes had used a similar 
pattern to describe the circumstances of Mesembria's collapse. In both fragments the suspense is built by 
including a description of signs foretelling misfortune. The significance of the Battle of Versinikia was 
great since it preceded a change on the throne. 


7 THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6305, AD 812/813, p. 500, 18-501, 3 and 501, 27-502, 2. The 
chronicler's positive opinion on Leo, resulting both from his involvement in eradicating heresy and his 
qualifications as commander, is emphasised — THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6305, AD 812/813, p. 
497, 4-7; 502, 3-6. This enables us to date when the work was completed, see MANGO, Who Wrote, p. 10; 
IDEM, Theophanes, p. LVI. 


7 A comprehensive discussion of the issues — TURNER, The Origins, 187-188f. It must however be sup- 
plemented with a critical analysis of Theophanes' account and avoid evaluations formed with hindsight. A 
description of the ruler - Leo 15 PBE; PMBZ No. 4244. 


7 With the exception of Aplakes' unit, the army probably did not suffer great losses - TREADGOLD, 
The Byzantine, p. 188. The themes had withdrawn with the Emperor, it was not a case of the whole army 
scattering chaotically — Scriptor Incertus, p. 338, 6-8. Michael handed over the command to Leo, and Theo- 
phanes did not mention the fact that the Emperor was accompanied by an army — THEOPHANES, Chrono- 
graphia, AM 6305, AD 812/813, p. 502, 6-7. 


% The circumstances of Michael Rhangabe’s defeat and Leo V’s accession to power have long been 
controversial. TURNER, The Origins, p. 172f attempted to show the beginning of his career in a positive 
light. Also WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien, p. 66 interprets Theophanes’ account about Leo’s behaviour 
towards Michael believing in the future Emperor's good intentions. This seems doubtful. Leo was simply 
very cautious, he did not know the position of the other generals or the situation in Constantinople and he 
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17" of July, Krum reached Constantinople having met with no resistance from the By- 
zantines’”. Under the pretext of a personal meeting to negotiate peace terms, Leo plot- 
ted an assassination attempt on Krum's life, but the Khan managed to survive and, 
withdrawing, ravaged the environs in retaliation?), Leo presented the retreat of the en- 
ету from Constantinople as victory but it had по influence on the progress of the 
war’. With the collapse of Adrianople and the Emperor refraining from involvement in 
military operations outside the capital, perhaps enforced by the unstable political situa- 
tion in Constantinople, Byzantium's military position decidedly worsened and led to a 
radical change of the situation”. The Bulgarian Khan took the strategic initiative and 
gained full freedom of action in the unprotected lands of the Empire, which enabled 
him to strengthen his power and prestige, in which he was considerably helped by the 
fame increased after yet another victory over the Emperor and by the heavy loot? 

Krum skilfully took advantage of the chaos that followed from the change on the 
throne in Constantinople. Information about his preparations for an attack against 





was afraid of acting too soon. Only when he was named the chief commander did his chances of taking over 
power become realistic. Strategoi and their soldiers, i.e. Leo's subordinates, spoke against Michael and 
supported the commander as a candidate for the throne. In the context of Scripto Incertus' account it can be 
seen that Theophanes' information on the army was significant mostly from the point of view of legality of 
Leo's accession to the throne; therefore he omitted what could show Leo in a negative light - THEOPHANES 
Chronographia, AM 6305, AD 812/813, p. 502, 6-7, 12-16, 23-25. Leo taking over power was justified by 
the danger faced by the Empire and Theophanes provides no information on the peace offer that he had 
made to Krum, which is mentioned by later sources — DÖLGER, Regesten No. 388; TREADGOLD, The 
Byzantine, pp. 187, 196f. 


? According to Scriptor Incertus, p. 342, 1-2, the Bulgarians did not meet resistance from anyone. The 
surprising turn of events resulted in a hypotheses on Leo's agreement with Krum - S. RUNCIMANN, The 
History of the First Bulgarian Empire, London 1930, p. 61f; TREADGOLD, The Byzantine, p. 186. It seems 
that there is no ground for such interpretation. Leo was trying both to build his image as a perfect com- 
mander and to secretly act against Michael. He knew the Empire's power, Krum's earlier weakness and, 
like everyone else, he was probably unable to foresee how quickly the latter would strengthen his forces. 
Knowing the past and the still enormous edge of the Byzantine army over the Bulgarians, he focused not on 
fighting them but on securing the throne. 


9? Brief information on the assassination attempt and Krum's revenge — THEOPHANES, Chronographia, 
АМ 6305, AD 812/813, p. 503, 5-10, 17-25. Scriptor Incertus’ account is several times longer — Scriptor 
Incertus, p. 342, 15-344, 3 i 344, 4f. ZLATARSKI, Istorija, p. 349f. 


5! In the West Leo presented his treacherous assassination attempt against Krum and the latter's retreat 
as his success — Einhardi Annales, a. 813, ed. G. PERTZ, MGH SS I; J-M. SANSTERRE, Les informations 
parvenues en occident sur l'avénement de l'empereur Léon V et le siege de Constantinople par les Bulgares 
en 813, Byz. 66 (1996), p. 378f. GJUSELEV, Istorija, 137. 


?' THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6305, AD 812/813, p. 503, 25; Scriptor Incertus, p. 345, 16-346, 
1; SOUSTAL, Adrianupolis, TIB 6, pp. 161-167. It cannot be excluded that Leo's position in Constantinople 
was not established and he was afraid to leave the city. Another reason of the problems could have been 
Prokopia's ambitions, not mentioned in Byzantine sources, but reflected in the information contained in 
Pope Leo III’s letter to Charlemagne dated 25 September 813 - MGH Epp. T.V/1, Berolini 1898, pp. 99- 
100; SANSTERRE, Les informations, p. 374f. 


? Leo, who did not leave Constantinople, was clearly accused of idleness in Scriptor Incertus’ narra- 
tive. The Emperor did not react when the Bulgarians plundered the Empire's lands during Christmas and 
later during the winter campaign — Scriptor Incertus, p. 346, 1-2; 346, 21-23; 347, 8-11; IGNATII DIACONI, 
Vita Nicephorii Patriarchi, (in:) Nicephorus archiepiscopus Constantinopolitanus, Opuscula historica, ed. 
C. DE BOOR, Lipsiael880, 164. TREADGOLD, The Byzantine, p. 207 justified Leo's tactics with military 
reasons but it seems that initially these were not decisive. 
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Byzantium in the spring of 814 indicates what power he had gained. His army was 
large and well-prepared for sieges so that Leo V no longer thought of organising a 
campaign against him, as his predecessors had done, but he strengthened the capital 
city’s fortifications, preparing for defence™. 

It is only with hindsight that we can say that Nicephorus' death during the cam- 
paign of 811 was the turning point of the war. Although the defeat meant heavy losses 
for Byzantium, the Empire retained its military advantage. For Krum, on the other 
hand, the symbolic significance of the victory might have been just as great as the mili- 
tary significance; not only did he foil the attempt to destroy Bulgaria but he also man- 
aged to dispel the impression that the earlier defeats had made and to win the fame of a 
conquering Emperor. Nicephorus' death echoed far and wide, especially among the 
Barbarians who lived the nearest, arousing general interest and contributing to the in- 
creased prestige of the Bulgarian Khan as general” . According to Theophanes, Krum 
had the head of the defeated Emperor impaled and showed it to peoples who came to 
him: thv dE Niknpópov кефолђу ёккӧуос̧ ó Kpoönnog ёкрёросєу ёлі EdAov 
Янёрос ixavdc, еіс Enióeigiv TÓv ёруорёуоу EiG adTóv убу Kai oioyóvnv 
Nav”. After this spectacular victory the Bulgarian ruler probably decided to use his 
success to subordinate the neighbouring Barbarian tribes. The hypothesis that Krum 
became involved in conquering eastern parts of the old Avar Khaganate may explain 
his limited military activity against Byzantium from July 811 to June 813 and his mani- 
festation of paganism. It should be emphasised that having defeated Nicephorus, Krum 
did not conduct offensive operations against Byzantium?" The campaign of 812 was 
very limited — on his own initiative Krum only attacked fortresses which could serve as 
bases for an attack against Bulgaria — Develtos, Mesembria (Anchialos was abandoned 
by the citizens)". Krum's success in the war was not a result of his victories on the 
battlefield but of the incompetence of Emperor Michael I and the mutinous atmosphere 
in his army. We should not overestimate the outcomes of Krum's 812 attack against 


А description of Krum's preparations for his campaign against Constantinople; see Scriptor Incertus, 
p. 347, 11-348, 2. GIUSELEV, Istorija, 138. Leo strengthened fortifications and assembled his army — Scrip- 
tor Incertus, р. 348, 3-6. Considering the Empire's military potential, his army was larger than Krum's — 
TREADGOLD, The Byzantine, p. 207. 


* News about the Emperor's death travelled far and wide and was recorded in contemporary texts; re- 
searchers remind us of a similar case of another emperor, Valens, who had been killed in 378 in the Battle 
of Adrianople - G. OSTROGORSKY, Geschichte der Byzantinischen Reich, München 163, p. 164; LILIE, 
Byzanz, р. 194; GJUZELEV, Istorija, pp. 130-131. 


8° THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6303, AD 810/811, p. 491, 17-20. It should be noted, however, 
that for the Barbarians the death of the Emperor, who had been more significant than Charlemagne in the 
Christian world, was an enormously significant event and the only people who could personally make sure 
of his death came from among them. Information on enigmatic ‘peoples’ indicates how impressed the Bar- 
barians were by the defeat and death of the hitherto victorious Emperor. 


*' THEOPHANES, Chronographia, АМ 6303, AD 810/811, p. 491, 14-15. Krum's lack of activity has 
been noted but the reasons have not been scrutinised: NIAVIS, The Reign, p. 249; FINE, Early, p. 97. 


°° SOUSTAL, Anchialos, ТІВ 6, pp. 175-177. There is no grounds for concluding decisively when So- 
zopol was captured, although 812 is assumed to be more likely than 813: BESEVLIEV, Die protobul- 
garischen, Nos. 28, 47, pp. 184, 226; SOUSTAL, Sözopolis, TIB 6, pp. 454-456. 
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Thrace and Macedonia since the Byzantines had left the border fortresses undisturbed, 
and the themata from these areas, under Strategos Aplakes, were to play an outstanding 
role in the Battle of Versinikia®’. The attack against Thrace in the winter of 813 was 
unsuccessful as it proved impossible to surprise the enemy; this indicates that Krum 
sent few troops there. The war with Byzantium probably was not his priority; after his 
victory over Nicephorus he focused his attention and forces on subordinating lands that 
had belonged to the defeated Avar Khaganate. 

It seems that the Bulgarian Khan may have first conquered some Slav tribes, as 
shown by the famous fragment of Theophanes' narrative which mentions Slav archon- 
tes who drank from a cup made of Nicephorus’ skull on Krum's orders”. The fragment 
perfectly reflects the change undergone by allies of Slav archontes, who turned from 
mercenaries to subjects”. Conquering the Avars was a much more difficult task; in 811 
they served in Krum's army in exchange for money (iio8woóiuevot), which indicates 
that they could have been independent ^. The Avars who participated in the battle 
against Nicephorus witnessed an unprecedented event — the Christian Emperor was 
defeated and killed. Since the world at the time had been used to victories of Christian 
armies, news of this unheard-of success and of the great general certainly spread 
among the tribesmen who survived. The Avars, defeated by Charlemagne, fighting for 
survival against the Slavs, were in a difficult situation”. but it is unlikely that they sur- 
rendered to Krum without a fight. The fame surrounding the Bulgarian Khan may have 
facilitated his expansion but the permanent conquest of the wide lands of the Khaga- 
nate and building new structures there was a process, rather than a one-off event. Based 
on information about the progress of the war against Byzantium we may guess that the 
sudden increase in Krum's military activity after the Battle of Versinikia was con- 
nected with his reaching a turning point in [his] relations with the Avars. Another vic- 
tory over the Emperor may have strengthened the authority and prestige of the Bulgar- 
ian Khan and resulted in the Avars starting to cooperate with the general (basking in 


* Theophanes calls Aplakes ‘Strategos of Macedonia’ — THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6305, AD 
812/813, p. 501, 1-2. According to Scriptor Incertus, he was the general of the Macedonians and the 
Thrakesians — Scriptor Incertus, p. 337, 19. TURNER, The Origins, p. 190 p. 102 rightly supposes that he 
commanded themata from Thrace and Macedonia. 


* THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6303, AD 810/811, p. 491, 20-22. It seems that the first, direct 
effect of the victory was the conquest of just some Slav groups — D. ANGELOV, Die Entstehung des bul- 
garischen Volkes, Berlin 1980, p. 105. Making a drinking-cup of the defeated enemy's skull was a habit 
mentioned in other sources - WORTHLEY, Legends, p. 541f. 


”' At present the significance of Slavisation in Bulgaria under Krum is emphasised — GJUZELEV, Is- 
torija, p. 139. Older views — ZLATARSKI, Istorija, p. 371f. 


% Avar mercenaries - DUJCEV, La Chronique, p. 212, 43-44, commentary pp. 235-236; POHL, Awaren, 
p. 327. Similar information on the makeup of Krum's troops during the attack against Nicephorus has been 
preserved in hagiographic tradition — tà биора рісӨосбреуо, E6vn — C. MANGO, Two lives of St. Joan- 
nikios and the Bulgarians, HUS 7 (1983), p. 399. 


3 The situation was so serious that there was a quite large intervention by the forces of Charlemagne 
(one of the three armies sent that year) in the Avars' conflict with the Slavs in Pannonia: Einhardi Annales, 
a. 811; S. ABEL, B. SIMSON, Jahrbücher des Fränkischen Reiches unter Karl dem Grossen, Leipzig 1883, 
vol. 2, pp. 467, 472. POHL, Die Awaren, p. 323. 
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the glory of a conqueror of Christians) e.g. counting on great loot. When Krum was at 
the height of his power, preparing for his attack against Constantinople in 814, the 
Avars were also part of his army, and the context of the account seems to indicate that 
they might have been his subjects rather than mercenaries, unlike in the past — 6 
Kpoöhog EoTpórrevoev Лофу noAdv соуоброюос, xoi tods 'ABÓpeu xoi ласас TAG 
ExAafiviag”* 

Krum's power reached its peak in 814, when — preparing for an attack against Con- 
stantinople — he assembled a great army, comprised mainly of Bulgarians, Avars and 
Slavs”. The Bulgarian Khan could also use the military potential of the Byzantine 
lands he had conquered. Although the Byzantine sources do not provide information on 
the participation of the Emperor's subjects i in the campaign Krum was preparing, their 
contribution was a considerable one”. The people inhabiting the Balkan provinces of 
the Empire were in a very difficult situation during the war. Those who had not es- 
caped or died during the military operations may have fallen victim to religious perse- 

cution or friendly soldiers”. The citizens of Develtos surrendered to Krum and were 
not murdered. It was then that the Bulgarian Khan changed his behaviour towards local 
populations, which does credit to his knowledge of the Emperor's subjects’ situation. 
Capturing the city would have meant sustaining losses and murdering the defenders 
might have made others resist more determinedly. Economic reasons were probably 
also significant, since depopulated and ravaged Bulgaria needed settlers”. Leo V's 
decision not to leave Constantinople and leave the surviving inhabitants of the province 
to the mercy of the victor meant that many of them had no choice and had to adjust to 
the new reality. Assembling his forces for the campaign against Constantinople in 814, 
Krum probably intended to also use Christians living in the Empire's lands under his 
control, which indicates his great pragmatism. The Bulgarian Khan's fame, fear of him, 
no possibility of escaping to the safety of the Emperor's lands and, possibly, fear of 


d Scriptor Incertus, p. 347, 12-13. GJUSELEV, Bulgarisch, p. 24. We should distinguish between differ- 
ent information about the Avars in Krum's army and not read the second reference in the context of the first 
one, which pertained to using mercenaries: CHARANIS, Observations, p. 12; CANKOVA, O territorii, p. 140. 


>. TREADGOLD, The Byzantine, p. 205. The multiethnic character of the army was noted by the contem- 
poraries, as evidenced by a reference to Leo looking for the Franks” help: “...contra Bulgares et ceteras 
barbaras gentes" — Annales Laurissenses minores, ed. G. PERTZ, MGH SS Bd. I, p. 122. LOUNGHIS, Les 
ambassades, p. 162; TREADGOLD, The Byzantine, р. 206; GJUSELEV, Istorija, p. 139. 


96 The famous Hambarlii inscription on the left side — BESEVLIEV, Die protobulgarischen, No. 47, pp. 
220-221, commentary pp. 221-229, mentions strategoi with Christian names serving under the Bulgarian 
Khan. The preserved information on the location of individual military troops enables us to date the inscrip- 
tion to the period of Krum's preparations for his attack against Constantinople. The strategoi in question 
probably commanded or governed the local people as supposed by VENEDIKOV, La population, p. 2736, 
FINE, Early, pp. 104-105; TREADGOLD, The Byzantine, p. 205. 


°” THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6305, AD 812/813, р. 500, 26-28. HALDON, The Byzantine 
Wars, p. 75 rightly points out negative outcomes of badly organised great military operations for Byzantium 
itself; this fully applies not only to the situation in 813 but also in 812. 

%8 During the military operations people were resettled to Bulgaria: TREADGOLD, The Byzantine, p. 
201f; VENEDIKOV, La population, p. 262f; SOUSTAL, Thrakien, pp. 83-84. However, probably only a small 
number of the Emperor's subjects were resettled to Bulgaria; this happened to the citizens of Develtos as 
well às Apros and Adrianople and people from lands on the river Regina — Scriptor Incertus, pp. 342, 15f. 
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religious persecution likely made many of the Emperor's subjects obey the Khan and 
acknowledge him as their ruler. 

Krum's support for old religious practices, so clearly manifested, should probably 
also be linked to his desire to gain influence in the Barbarian world. With time pagan- 
ism could have become a factor uniting his Barbarian subjects regardless of their ethnic 
background. Krum's offerings and religious practices, which filled Byzantine authors 
with disgust, were rituals and could have been an important element integrating his 
subjects”. We may suppose that it was in opposition to Christianity that Krum was 
building his position of victorious general and worshipper of old gods. The defence of 
the Church against pagans was the favourite subject of Frankish propaganda, which 
also put an emphasis on the Christianisation of the conquered Barbarians, including the 
Avars’. In Charlemagne's kingdom the clergy, particularly bishops, not only played a 
very significant role in the sphere of religion and cultural life but also performed many 
responsible administrative functions’. 

In the years 811-814 Krum created a powerful state that was probably organised 
into something like “large tribes"! ^, As a result of his victory over Nicephorus and 
subsequent successes, Krum became the creator and leader of a multiethnic state in 
which he gathered around him various peoples that joined him, either voluntarily or 
not, and recognised him as their ruler. The means by which these "large tribes" 
emerged in the Middle Ages allows us to explain the sudden increase in Krum's power, 
and it is in this way that he was able to create a state incomparably stronger than the 
Bulgarians had ever had before or would ever have in the future. On the basis of our 
analysis of Krum's conflict with Byzantium we may assume that between 811 and 814 
the Avars were under his control; moreover, the second victory over the Emperor and 
the opportunity to take part in an invasion of the Empire's lands were of key signifi- 
cance. 


” Theophanes’ account is very general. He called the offerings made by Krum near Constantinople sa- 
атс — THEOPHANES, Chronographia, AM 6305, AD 812/813, p. 503, 10-12. Scriptor Incertus’ lengthy 
description includes very drastic information on his religious practices. He sacrificed people and animals at 
the Golden Gate and performed various rites before his army. Sources do not mention such events earlier in 
the course of Byzantine-Bulgarian relations nor that Slavs made such offerings — Scriptor Incertus, p. 342, 
3-15. I. DUJCEV, Slavjano — bolgarskie drevnosti, Bsl. 11 (1950), p. 16. Human sacrifices in German tribes 
- A. HULTGÄRD, Menschenopfer, Reallexikon Germanischen Altertumskunde, vol. 19, Berlin, New York 
2001, col. 535f. On the role of rituals see W. POHL, Staat und Herrschaft im Frühmittelalter. Überlegungen 
zum Forschungsstand, (in:) Staat im Frühmittelalter, ed. S. AIRLIE, W. POHL, H. REIMITZ, Österreichische 
Akademie der Wissenschaften. Denkschriften der Philosophisch-Hisorischen Klasse 334, Wien 2006, p. 16f. 


"© А. BRACKMANN, Die Anfünge der Slavenmission und die Renovatio imperii des Jahres 800, 
Sitzungsberichte der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-historische Klasse, IX, 
1931, pp. 72-87; IDEM, Die Anfänge der Abendländischen Kulturbewegung in Osteuropa und deren Träger, 
Jahrbücher für Geschichte Osteuropas 3 (1938), p. 189f; R.E. SULLIVAN, The Carolingian Missionary and 
the Pagan, Speculum 28 (1953), pp. 704-740. 725; J. FAVIER, Charlemagne, Paris 1999, p. 395f. 


"©! COLLINS, Charlemagne, p. 102f; S. PATZOLD, Die Bischófe im karolingischen Staat, (in:) Staat im 
Frühmittelalter, pp. 141-2, 148-9. 


0? А tribe was a political organisation open to anyone who wanted to obey the leader — R.P. LINDNER, 


What was a nomadic tribe?, Comparative Studies in Society and History 24 (1982), pp. 680-711, 70. 
Krum's contribution and abilities are rightly emphasised in this context - GJUSELEV, Istorija, p. 141. 
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If we accept the hypothesis that Krum started his expansion to the Khaganate terri- 
tory after his defeat of Nicephorus, it will enable us to see the war against Byzantium 
in agreement with the literal interpretation of Theophanes' account. Accepting such a 
date of Krum's expansion also gives us the opportunity to re-examine received | opinion 
on the reliability of the evidence on the Avars which is found in Liber Suda'®. Other 
than the overestimation of Krum’s military achievements, his references to battles with 
the Avars, information about prisoners of war and about the interest of the Bulgarian 
Khan in the reasons of their state’s collapse may be regarded as consistent with the 
contemporary sources for 811-814. 


19 Suidae Lexicon, ed. A. ADLER, Lipsiae 1928, I, p. 483,19-484,13. The issue of sources used during 
the composition of this work is of fundamental importance; the sources included valuable historical narra- 
tives - HUNGER, Hochsprachliche, vol. П, pp. 41-42. A. ADLER, Suidas, RE IVA1 (1931), col. 675-717 
(a review of identified sources 700-706). 
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(Лодзь) 


ЦЕЛИ ПОХОДА НИКИФОРА I ПРОТИВ БОЛГАР В 811 ГОДУ 


Поход императора Никифора I на Болгарию в 811 году привлекал и привле- 
кает внимание ученых'. Много вопросов, связанных с ним, было решено; неко- 
торые же, как хотя бы причины византийского поражения или место, в котором 
оно произошло, являются предметом дискуссии до сих пор. Проблему, которую я 
хотел бы затронуть в своей статье — цели, поставленные перед собой Никифором 
I при организации экспедиции против Болгарии — на первый взгляд можно OT- 
нести к уже решенным. Что важно, не произошло это в результате какого-либо 
острого научного спора. Со времени обнародования Иваном Дуйчевым ано- 
нимного источника, посвященного походу Никифора I на Болгарию в 811 году? 


! Этой экспедиции посвящены как отдельные работы, так и части более широких исследований, 
затрагивающих разные аспекты истории Болгарии и Византии в начале IX века. Здесь позволю себе 
только упомянуть некоторые самые важные позиции: J.B. BURY, A History of the Eastern Roman Ет- 
pire from the Fall of Irene to the Accession of Basil 1. (A.D. 802-867), New York 1965 (первое издание 
1912), p. 344; B. 3JIATPCKH, История na българската държава през средните векове т. 1, Пьрво 
българско царство, ч. 1: Епоха на хуно-българското надмощие, София 1918, c. 255-260; С. OSTRO- 
GORSKI, Dzieje Bizancjum, Warszawa 1968, p. 177; С.Т. HENEB, Разгромът на Никифор I Геник през 
811 г., Военноисторически сборник 46 (1977), с. 115-127; J. WORTLEY, Legends of the Byzantine Disas- 
ter of 811, Byz. 50 (1980), рр. 533-562; B. БЕШЕВЛИЕВ, Крум и Никифор, Studia balcanica 17 (1983), 
c. 17-26; IDEM, Пьрвобългари. История, София 1984, с. 109-117; Р.Е. NIAVIS, The Reign of the Byzan- 
tine Emperor Nicephorus I (AD 802-811), Athens 1987, pp. 234-248; W. TREADGOLD, The Byzantine Re- 
vival 780-843, Stanford 1988, pp. 168-174; T. KORRES, He byzantinoboulgarike antinparathese stis arhes 
tou 9ou ai. Kai he sfage ton strateumaton tou Nikeforou A’ ste Boulgaria (loulios 811), Byzantina 18 
(1995-1996), pp. 167-193; B. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, Esuuecka България, (B:) M. Божилов, B. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, История на 
средновековна България VII-XIV век, София 1999, с. 128-129; J. HALDON, The Byzantine Wars. Battles 
and campaigns of the Byzantine era, Gloucestershire 2001, pp. 71-76; Г. BAKAJIOB, Esuuecka България, 
(в:) История на българите, т. 1: Or древността до края на XVI век, София 2003, c. 202-203. 


2 е 

Нови житийни данни за похода на имп Никифора 1 въ България през 811 год, Списание на 
Българската Академия на Haykure 54 (1936), с. 147-188; IDEM, La chronique byzantine de l'an 811, 
Travaux et Mémoires 1 (1965), p. 205-254; текст на с. 210-216 (в настоящей статье используется это 
издание; далее Пері №ижифброт). На тему Хроники см. — B. БЕШЕВЛИЕВ, Новият извор за поражане- 
то на Никифора I в България през 811 година, Годишник на Софийския Университет. Историко-фи- 
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(в данном докладе я буду называть ее Хроникой 811 года) ученые согласно пола- 
гают, что целью византийского императора было уничтожение раз и навсегда 
болгарской государственности?. Это повсеместно появляющееся и принимаемое 
в научной литературе мнение является следствием признания исследователями 
истинным (без глубокого предварительного анализа) свидетельства указанного 
выше источника, согласно которому Никифор приготовил поход против Болга- 
рии, «собираясь ee, — как он считал — уничтожить»“. Это свидетельство отлично 
перекликается, как считают ученые, с характером византийско-болгарских отно- 
шений во времена Никифора І и с огромным размахом”, с которым (вероятно) 
император начал подготавливать свою экспедицию. Два последних аргумента не 
могут, по моему убеждению, являться доводом для четкого определения целей 
экспедиции Никифора. По-другому в свою очередь выглядит вопрос упомяну- 
того выше фрагмента Хроники 811 года. Представляется он достоверным. Стоит, 
однако, помнить, что Хроника, хоть и считающаяся наилучшим источником, по- 
казывающим события похода Никифора на Болгарию, не является отвлеченным и 
холодным повествованием, а враждебным по отношению к византийскому импе- 


лологически факултет XXXIII, 2, 1936; H. GREGOIRE, Un nouveau fragment du «Scriptor incertus de 
Leone Armenio», Byz. 11 (1936), pp. 417-427; IDEM, Du nouveau sur la Chronographie byzantine: «Scrip- 
tor incertus de Leone Armenio» est le dernier continuateur de Malalas, Bulletin de la Classe des Lettres de 
l'Academie de Belgique 5 (1936), pp. 420-436; R. BROWNING, Notes on the «Scriptor Incertus de Leone 
Armenio», Byz. 35 (1965), pp. 389-411; A. KAZHDAN, L.F. SHERRY, Some Notes on the "Scriptor Incertus 
de Leone Armenio", Bsl. 58 (1997), pp. 110-112; M.J. LESZKA, Chan Krum i basileus Nikefor I w świetle 
Ilepi Nırnpöpov тоб BaoıA&wg kai пас apinow та kia Ev BovAyapíq, Slavia Antiqua 43 (2002), pp. 35-43. 

? Такое мнение появилось еще перед опубликованием упомянутого источника. Придерживался 
его напр. S. RUNCIMAN, The History of the First Bulgarian Empire, London 1930 (здесь использую бол- 
гарский перевод — История na Първото българско царство, София 1993, с. 58). Более осторожными 
в этом вопросе были такие выдающиеся ученые как BURY (op. cit., с. 343-344) или ЗЛАТАРСКИ (op. 
cit., c. 256-257), пишущий перед С. Рансиманом. Сторонниками тезиса о TOM, что Никифор хотел 
уничтожить болгарское государство, являются ученые такого ранга как: OSTROGORSKI, ор. cit., 
с. 177; T. WASILEWSKI, Bizancjum i Stowianie w IX wieku. Studia г dziejów stosunków politycznych i kul- 
turalnych, Warszawa 1972, p. 50 („Zamiarem Nikefora bylo podbicie Bulgarii i likwidacja panstwa bulgar- 
skiego."); ДУЙЧЕВ, Нови житийни данни.., c. 160; NIAVIS, op. cit., p. 235 ("... Nicephorus prepared the 
expedition of his life. Determined to crush the Bulgarian power once and for all..."); БЕШЕВЛИЕВ, Крум..., 
с. 20; IDEM, Първобългари, c. 109; TREADGOLD, op. cit., p. 168 ("Nicephorus intented [...] to deal the 
Bulgars a crushing defeat, and quite possible to annex their territory up to the empire's ancient frontier on 
the Danube"); ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, op. cit., с. 128 или HALDON, op. cit., p. 71 (“...Nikephoros I [...] seems to have 
planned to defeat the Bulgars so decisively that he would be able to reincorporate the Balkan territories of 
the Bulgar khanate into the empire."). 

* Пері Nixqoópov, с. 210.2-3: №жифорос ó Baorñedc siofjABev się BovAyapiav, ВооАбивуос 
«отту, Gc фєто, офоуісол. Cf. c. 212.27-28. 

* Большинство ученых обращает слишком большое внимание на описания приготовлений Ники- 

фора к походу на Болгарию. Опираясь на неточные сообщения, устанавливается преувеличенное 
число византийских войск. На эту тему см. — TREADGOLD, ор. cit., р. 170 (численность армии рас- 
читывается на 71 тысячу). Более сдержанные в этой сфере расчеты дает — НЕДЕВ, op. cit., с. 122. 
Само количество солдат может быть лишь косвенным указателем целей похода, а не решающим 
аргументом. 
Византийцы не смирились с утратой земель, которые стали частью территории болгарского госу- 
дарства и хотели их отвоевать, однако представляется неверным усматривание в каждой визан- 
тийской антиболгарской милитарной акции стремления ликвидировать это государство. Каждый 
такой случай всегда необходимо рассматривать отдельно. 
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ратору текстом. Анонимный автор делает Никифора ответственным за понесен- 
ное византийцами поражение и таким образом представляет события, чтобы это 
утверждение имело как можно лучшее доказательствоё. Основной причиной, 
которая (вероятно!) привела к трагическому завершению экспедиции, была гор- 
дыня Никифора, не позволяющая ему эффективно и продуманно действовать, 
а также ожидать Божьей помощи. Анонимный автор прямо пишет, что Никифор 
после захвата столицы Крума хвастался успехом, не замечая, что победой он 
должен быть благодарен Богу. Для собственного увековечения он собирался по- 
строить на месте болгарской столицы город, названный собственным именем”. 
Эта гордыня, по мнению автора Хроники, стала причиной того, что император 
после оставления Плиски потерял желание действовать дальше. В своем ослеп- 
лении не желал слушать ни одного из своих окруженных, вместе с собственным 
сыном, которого чуть не ударил, когда тот пробовал уговорить отца действо- 
pats’. В связи с инерцией главного вождя в армии начались дезертирства, грабе- 
жи, бессмысленное уничтожение болгарской земли. Очевидные ошибки визан- 
тийского предводителя — неверное расположение лагеря, отсутствие четкого 
контакта между отдельными частями армии, а также какого-либо прикрытия — 
привели к чудовищной резне. Автор Хроники не лишает читателя возможности 
узнать ее жестокие подробности. Пишет о том, как неспособные к какой-либо 
обороне воины погибали, растоптанные под ногами своих товарищей, либо лома- 
ли себе позвоночники, прыгая в глубокий ров с палисада, построенного болга- 
рами, либо наконец пылали живьем, когда хотели занять зажженный ими же 
упомянутый палисад. Нелегко освободиться от впечатления, что через образное 
показание гибели византийцев автор Хроники хочет усилить свое обвинение в 
адрес Никифора. Это ведь он ответственен даже не столько за милитарное по- 
ражение, сколько за их трагическую, жестокую смерть. Драматическое описание 
того, что происходило на болгарской земле, оправдывает стенания, выходящие 
из-под его пера: «Кто, слыша это, не заплачет? Кто не будет в отчаянии? Сы- 
новья старых и молодых архонтов, многочисленные, в цветущем возрасте, ume- 
ющие тела необычайно красивые, сияющие белью и светлым цветом волос и бо- 
род, а также лица с красивым взглядом, вместе с теми из них, кто в молодости 
был соединен с женами, что отличались и рождением, и красотой, - все они там 
почили: одни пораженные мечом, другие утопленные в реке, иные сброшенные с 
палисада и либо в огне сгоревшие [на дне] рова, либо — как немногочисленные — 
уцелели, но даже и они почти все умерли по возвращении домой» °. После этого 





° Ha эту тему см. LESZKA, op. си. pp. 40-42. 
"Tlepi Nixngdpov, c. 212. 22-24. 
5 Пері Nikngópov, c. 212. 32-34. 

_ ? Пері Nıcnpöpov, с. 214. 70-77: Tic où kAadogt тобто йкоооу;: тіс où Bpnvńogt ; Tà 58 tékva 
TOV ApXÓVTWV, Apyatov TE kal véov, eic TATOO? бута, adro tfj Tuta dyovta tò dvBoę, сдрата 
EXOVTEG XEpiKQAAN Авокоттүп kai трубу EavOdtnt: Абрлоута Kal yevetov, Kal Oyegg @ёолу 
KEKQAAomicuévnv, olriveg ¿é adróv Noav veooti GeuyOÉvteg yovaréiv edyevela Kal кала 
Siakdunovei, пбутес ёкєї ёлёбдоуоу oi èv xà Eider dvaawóśvteg, oi $ tH nota mvryévtec, ot бё 
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фрагмента автор Хроники информирует читателя о смерти императора. И — что 
странно — кроме самого факта не сообщает никаких подробностей: «В этот 
именно день погиб также император Никифор во время первой битвы, а то, 
каким образом умер, никто не был в состоянии описать»! [подчеркнуто мною — 
МЛ]. Даже если обстоятельства смерти императора не были известны, то симво- 
лическое значение этого факта и так не является для него благовидным. Ибо 
множество ромеев погибло в муках, а тот, кто довел до этого, хоть также погиб, 
то даже страданиями не заплатил за свою вину. То, что император пал на поле 
битвы в неизвестных обстоятельствах, можно сказать, анонимно, не приносит 
ему чести и является нормой для простого солдата, но никак не для императора. 
В контексте представленных размышлений указание анонимным автором на 
то, что целью византийского императора было занятие Болгарии, является, как 
можно считать, всего лишь художественным шагом, расчитанным на усиление 
обвинений в гордыне и неспособности действовать. Поставление перед собой 
такого амбициозного задания и достижение такого слабого эффекта лишь 
усиливает негативый портрет императора, нарисованный анонимным автором. 
Фактом, подтверждающим мою гипотезу, является, как мне кажется, свиде- 
тельство Феофана, автора Хронографии!!, второго наряду с Хроникой 811 года 
важнейшего источника о событиях похода 811 года”. Автор этого произведения, 
хоть еще более негативно относящийся к императору Никифору, чем автор 
Хроники 811 года", упоминания о целях похода не дает. Стоит подчеркнуть, что 
знания Феофана о походе достаточно полны, а Хронография была написана всего 
лишь несколько лет спустя после поражения византийцев. Феофан рассказывает 
подробности, которых не знал или которые по каким-то причинам пропустил 





9 \ ^w ~ t € \ х ~ | + СД 2 ! , 
опо тоб $payuod kpnuvioOsvTeg, où SE TH лорі toD OpLYHATOG KATAKAEVIEG, OALYOL OE TIVEG ô- 
aowbévrec, Kal adtoi LETO TO EAHEIV otkaóe OXEÖSOV лбутєс блёбауоу. 
10 \ ‚ 
Hepi Nuxngdpov, с. 214. 78-79. 


!! THEOPHANES, Chronographia, rec. C. de Boor, vol. 1, Lipsiae 1883 (далее THEOPH.). Ha тему 
Феофана и ero произведения имеется богатая научная литература. B этом месте позволю себе 
сослаться на несколько новых позиций, в которых Читатель найдет библиографические данные: 
C. MANGO, Who wrote the Chronicle of Theophanes, ЗРВИ, 18 (1978), pp. 9-17; И.С. ЧИЧУРОВ, Феофан 
Исповедник — публикатор, редактор, автор? (в связи со статьей Ц. Манго), BBp, 42 (1981), c. 78- 
87; A.H. ЛЮБАРСКИЙ, Феофан Исповедник и источники его «Хронографии» (К вопросу о методах их 
освоении), BBp, 45 (1984), c. 72-86; R. SCOTT, The Byzantine chronicle after Malalas, (in:) Studies in 
John Malalas, Sydney 1990, pp. 41-42; P. SPECK, Der 'zweite' Theophanes, Varia 5, Bonn 1994, (Poikila 
Byzantina 13) pp. 431-483; I. SEVCENKO, The Search for the Past in Byzantium around the Year 800, DOP, 
46 (1992), pp. 287-289; A. KAZHDAN in collaboration L.F. SHERRY, Ch. ANGELIDI, A History of Byzantine 
Literature (650-850), Athens 1999, pp. 205-235. 


? Наряду c Хроникой 611 года и Хронографией Феофана существенным для установления этапов 
похода Никифора I на Болгарию источником является Житие Николая Студита [Vita Nicolai Studi- 
tae - ed. Ив. ДУЙЧЕВ — Житие на Николай Студит, (B:) Гръцки извори на българската история, 
т. ГУ, София 1960, с. 25-27]. В свидетельстве этом, однако, в контексте анализируемой мною про- 
блемы не приводятся никакие новые данные. На тему Жития см. ДУЙЧЕВ, Нови житийни данни..., 
с. 179-186. 


ЇЗ ЧИЧУРОВ, op. cit., с. 82; LESZKA, op. cit., pp. 40-41; cf. F. TINNEFELD, Kategorien des Kaiserkritik 
in der byzantinischen Historiographie von Prokop bis Nicetas Choniates, München 1971, p. 74; NIAVIS, op. 
eit., p. 255sq.; I. ROCHOW, Byzanz im 8. Jahrhundert in der Sicht des Theophanes. Quellenkritisch-histo- 
rischer Kommentar zu den Jahren 715-813, Berlin 1991, p. 301. 
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автор Хроники 811 года (напр., предложения Крума о заключении мира). Если бы 
в таком случае действительно целью Никифора было уничтожение болгарской 
государственности, Феофан не мог об этом не знать и упрекнул бы его в этом 
(особенно в контексте катастрофы, которой закончился этот поход) для того, 
чтобы еще более усилить негативный образ. 

Представленную конклюзию подтверждает косвенным образом способ пока- 
зания очередности действий Никифора на болгарском фронте в 809 году, явля- 
ющихся ответом на захват болгарами Сердики. Автор Хронографии пишет, что 
император обещал встретить Пасху в Плиске, но в конечном итоге ничего заслу- 
живающего внимания не совершил и — что еще хуже — его акция закончилась 
бунтом армии, которая не хотела восстанавливать Сердики“. В этом фрагменте 
видна отчетливая конфронтация амбициозных, можно даже сказать высокомер- 
ных обещаний Никифора с их эффектом, очень и очень далеким от поставленной 
цели. Рассказ об экспедиции императора в 811 году мог быть более удобной 
возможностью для использования такого художественного решения, однако Фео- 
фан этого не сделал. По всей видимости, ему не было известно, что целью похода 
был захват Болгарии. 

Представленная выше интерпретация сообщений Хроники 811 года и Хроно- 
графии Феофана о целях похода 811 года может вызывать сомнения, однако, как 
мне кажется, имеет серьезное подтверждение в этапах самого события. 

После относительно легкого захвата Плиски император не предпринял ника- 
ких шагов, которые можно было бы трактовать как приготовление к оккупации 
болгарских земель”. Упоминание о хвастовстве императора, что на месте Пли- 
ски построит город, который назовет своим именем, можно считать проявлением 
тенденции к подчеркиванию гордыни императора. Ибо именно в таком контексте 
дана эта информация °. Быть может, она является проявлением императорской 
пропаганды, если мы сочтем верным тезис, что сообщения о походе основаны 
частично на письме, которое Никифор выслал после захвата Плиски жителям 
Константинополя’. В этом письме император, хвалясь своими успехами, мог 
упомянуть об идее постройки города на развалинах Плиски. Если действительно 
такое упоминание находилось в письме императора, то является оно лишь про- 


^ THEOPH. AM 6301. 


> Я отдаю себе отчет в исключительном значении столицы B жизни средневековых государств 
(в том числе Болгарии и Византии) и в том, что некоторые ученые придерживаются мнения о том, 
что ее занятие воспринималось как захват данной страны. Однако даже если так было, то это ка- 
сается сферы идеи, и не всегда является проявлением политической действительности. Невозможно 
было мыслить о ликвидации государства без занятия его столицы, а скорее занятия и удержания, 
однако с уверенностью можно сказать, что это не было единственным условием. Без ликвидации 
центра предыдущей власти, сосредоточенного вокруг владетеля, и создания собственной админи- 
страции не могла идти речь о захвате. Cf. К. MARINOW, Wybrane problemy upadku Tyrnowa, Acta 
Universitatis Lodziensis, Folia Historica 80, 2005, Lödz 2005, р. 139. 


16 \ x 
Hepi Nwnpópov, с. 212.22-23: «a намерен поставить здесь город своего имени, чтобы стать 
прославленным для всех будущих поколений». Стоит отметить, что этой информации не повторяет 
Феофан, хотя она вне всяких сомнений подходила бы к его портерту Никифора. 


U БЕШЕВЛИЕВ, Крум, с. 19. 
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пагандистской уловкой, так как никаких конкретных шагов по его реализации 
перед оставлением города он не предпринял. 

Лучше всего, однако, как кажется, о том, что император (по крайней мере в 
это время) не собирался включать болгарскую территорию в состав Империи, 
свидетельствует факт, что после столь краткого пребывания в Плиске он решился 
возвратиться в Константинополь °. Тяжело сказать, отдавал ли он себе отчет, что 
ему не удалось уничтожить большинства войск, которыми располагал Крум; 
однако он знал, что Крум располагает такими силами, которые необходимо 
ликвидировать, чтобы можно было думать о полном подчинении себе Болгарии. 
Никифор этого не сделал, поскольку был доволен захватом и уничтожением 
Плиски и мог в лучах славы покорителя болгарской столицы вернуться в Кон- 
стантинополь. 

После сожжения Плиски император во главе своей армии отправился в обрат- 
ный путь. Во время возвращения византийцы грабили и уничтожали территории, 
через которые проходили. Автор Хроники 811 года оставил полное описание этих 
действий. Согласно ему, солдаты поджигали поля, жестоким образом убивали 
скот, свиней и овец, а также «творили все, umo негодно»”. Повсеместно принято 
считать, что поведение византийской армии было следствием ее деморализации. 
Существует, однако, и другая интерпретация, которая лучше подходит для 
образа армии победителей, возвращающейся тем же путем в родную страну. 
В Стратегиконе Маврикия мы находим указание, которое, как представляется, 
прекрасно соответствует ситуации, в которой оказались византийцы в июле 811 
года. Стоит привести эту короткую цитату полностью: «Ёсли же враги держатся 
вместе, но уклоняются от стычек, следует [...] проникнуть в глубь страны и 
опустошить окружающую территорию. Но если предполагается, что возраще- 
ние будет происходить тем же путем, а запасов продовольствия и фуража не 
имеется, то эту территорию следует пощадить, а лучше будет опустошить ее 
при возращении»?? 





'' Мнения касательно того, куда направлялся Никифор после оставления Плиски, различны. 
Часть ученых, идя за сообщениями Хроники 811 года (они не подтвреждены Феофаном), считает, 
что император шел % направлении Сердики (напр. TREADGOLD, ор. cit., р. 172). Представляется 
однако, что правы те ученые, которые полагают, что император вместе с армией возвращался в 
Константинополь (полная аргументация этого мнения см. — NIAVIS, ор. cit., pp. 243-244). 


? Пері Nicnpöpov, с. 214.37-38. Феофан (ТНЕОРН. АМ 6303) рассказывает об уничтожении 
людей и зверей, но утверждает, что происходило это во время пребывания императора в Плиске. 
Описания византийских действий несомненно преувеличены. Трудно себе представить, чтобы ви- 
зантийцы опустошали болгарские земли в ситуации, когда собирались включить их в состав своего 
государства. 

20 Mauricii Strategicon IX, 3, ed. С.Т. DENNIS, Wien 1981, p. 314; перев. В.В. КУЧМА - Cmpame- 
гикон Маврикия, Санкт-Петербург 2004, c. 165. Если считать верной концепцию С.Т. Недева (op. cit., 
с. 126) о том, что византийцы хотели оставить Болгарию точно тем же путем, по которому они в нее 
вошли, то упомянутый принцип был бы реализован практически дословно. Благодарю Кирилла 
Маринова, специалиста в области византийского военного искусства, за обращение моего внимания 
на этот принцип, который находит отражение как в полемологии, так и в событиях иных 
византийских военных походов. 
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Итак, можно сказать, что такого рода действия вписывались B поведение 
возвращающихся из похода армий и не обязательно должны расцениваться как 
проявление деморализации. Расслабление дисциплины и нарушение элементар- 
ных принципов ведения военной операции в горах было следствием того, что 
довольные результатами похода византийцы не ожидали, что Крум может им 
еще угрожать на обратном пути домой. 

Болгарскую традицию, относящуюся к походу Никифора, содержит инскрип- 
ция из Гамбарлы (в настоящее время — Маламирово)"! второй половины 813 или 
начала 814 года, в которой византийская экспедиция показана как резкое нару- 
шение мирного соглашения, нормирующего отношения между обеими государ- 
ствами. Указывается в ней, что Никифор [ (названный «старым и лысым») вместе 
со всем своим войском захватил и сжег болгарские земли. Эта инскрипция 
ничего не сообщает о целях похода византийского императора. Стоит подчерк- 
HyTb, что она посвящена увековечению успехов KpyMa, отсюда присутствует в 
ней преувеличение в показании сил Никифора и размеров византийского веро- 
ломства. Покорение противника, который активизировал все свои силы, еще 
более усиливало достижение KpyMa, а уничтожение византийцами болгарской 
земли полностью оправдывало ответные действия. 

Какие же были цели похода Никифора [ на Болгарию? Представленные выше 
размышления, я надеюсь, аргументируют мнение, что не были они так далеко 
идущими, как до сих пор считалось. 

Никифор несомненно нуждался в каком-то милитарном успехе на болгарском 
фронте, который поправил бы его слабеющий авторитет. Предыдущие предпри- 
ятия не принесли никакого спектакулярного успеха. Организованный в 807 году 
поход закончился по большому счету еще до того, как начался. Император в мо- 
мент, когда добрался до Адрианополя, вынужден был заняться подавлением 
заговора, который появился в отделениях тагмата””. В следующем году Крум на- 
нес византийским войскам болезненное поражение в долине Струмы??. В 809 
году захватил вероломно Сердику – крепость, защищающую доступ к Македо- 
нии, территории которой, заселенные славянами, стали позднее объектом бол- 
гарской экспансии. После сообщения о захвате Сердики Никифор направился 
против Крума. Неясное сообщение Феофана” не позволяет, как считает часть 
ученых, утверждать, что император занял тогда и уничтожил в первый раз 
Плиску”. В свою очередь, автор Хронографии дает убедительную картину оче- 





?! B. БЕШЕВЛИЕВ, Първобългарски надписи, София 1992, c. 116-117 (текст, c. 118-123 — коммен- 
тарий). На эту тему cM. также WASILEWSKI, op. cit., pp. 54-55. 


? Ha тему этого похода Никифора I - THEOPH. AM 6299; NIAVIS, op. cit., p. 226; TREADGOLD, op. 
cit., pp. 146-147; ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, op. cit., с. 128. 


? THEOPH. AM 6301; подробнее на тему болгарской операции в долине Струмы — NIAVIS, op. cit., 
рр. 227-228. 


24 THEOPH. АМ 6301. 


Мнения по этому вопросу различны. Часть исследователей считает, что Никифор после 
сообщения о взятии Крумом Сердики направился на Плиску, которую захватил и уничтожил, после 
чего только отправился B Сердику (напр: WASILEWSKI, ор. cit., p. 50; NIAVIS, op. cit., рр. 232-234; 
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редных неудач императора, против которого взбунтовались участвующие в по- 
ходе войска. Они должны были по императорскому приказу занять и отстроить 
Сердику. Никифор должен был пойти на уступки, что никак не подняло его 
авторитета, но по крайней мере успокоило ситуацию”. 

Как видно из этого беглого просмотра «достижений» Никифора, связанных с 
отношениями с Болгарией, несомненно то, что он нуждался в этой сфере в каком- 
либо успехе, который укрепил бы его авторитет в государстве и помог бы 
поправить его позицию в армии. Эта личная прчина скорее всего бралась 
императором во внимание во время приготовления к походу. Однако тем, что 
прежде всего определяло его активность в этой области, было осознание угрозы 
со стороны болгарского государства для византийского влияния и имущества на 
Балканах. Повсеместно известно стремление Никифора к усилению власти 
Византии над славянами в Греции и на Пелопонезе. Этой цели служили с одной 
стороны милитарные действия, а с другой — проводимая в широком масштабе 
переселенческая акция””. Она реализовывалась также во Фракии и восточной 
Македонии на граничных с Болгарией территориях и была объединена с акцией 
фортификации крепостей, создающих укрепительную линию, самыми главными 
пунктами которой кроме Сердики были: Девельт, Адрианопль и Филиппополь^. 
Действия эти имели целью усиление защиты от опасного болгарского соседства 
и учинение невозможным для болгар экспансии на территорию Македонии путем 
подчинения Склавинии. 

Представляется, что целью Никифора I в 811 году была прежде всего демон- 
страция силы империи путем достижения значительного милитарного успеха на 
землях противника. Эффектом победы над болгарами должно было быть удер- 
жание их от нападений на византийские земли и исключение их из соперничества 
в подчинении Склавинии. Можно сказать, что намерением Никифора была не 
столько ликвидация Болгарии, сколько ее нейтрализация. Его поход, таким обра- 
зом, можно определить как превентивный. 

перевел с польского: Иван Петров 





TREADGOLD, op. cit., рр. 157-158). Правы, однако, те ученые, которые сомневаются в захвате Плиски 
в 809 году (напр: В. ЗЛАТАРСКИ, op. cit., c. 253; Е. DVORNIK, Les Slaves, Byzance et Rome au IX siécle, 
Paris 1926, p. 36; W. SWOBODA - Testimonia najdawniejszych dziejów Slowian, seria grecka, z. 3, Warsza- 
wa 1995, p. 111). Интересно, что некоторые ученые, занимающиеся византийско-болгарскими OTHO- 
шениями во времена Крума, вообще пропускают этот вопрос, напр. Д. АНГЕЛОВ, С. КАШЕВ, b. ЧОЛ- 
ПАНОВ, Българска военна история от античността до втората четвърт на X e., София 1983, 
с. 229; В. Попов, Хан Kpym, Военноисторически сборник 51 (1982), 1, с. 194 или занимают неясную 
позицию — OSTROGORSKI, ор. cit., p. 176; ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, op. cit., с. 128. 


25 THEPOH. АМ 6301; cf. NIAVIS, ор. cit., p. 234; TREADGOLD, op. cit., pp. 158-159. 


’ Ha тему политики Никифора по отношению к славянам B Греции и на Пелопонезе NIAVIS, op. 
cit., рр. 79-91; $. TURLEJ, The Chronicle of Monemvasia. The Migration of the Slavs and Church conflicts 
in the Byzantine source from the beginning of the 9th century, Cracow 2001, pp. 139-149. 


28 OSTROGORSKI, ор. cit., p. 176. 
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BULGARIA INSTEAD OF MORAVIA: 
EVIDENCE OF MAJOR POLITICAL CHANGES 


The suggested title, “Bulgaria instead of Moravia" has mostly to do with the unde- 
niable fact that the Christianization of Great Moravia! was primarily due to the apos- 
tolic activity of SS. Constantine — Cyril and Methodius, both sent by the Byzantine 
Empire under the Emperor Michael III (843-867) and the Patriarch Photius (858-867), 
whereas the first ecclesiastical arrangement in Bulgaria is to be ascribed to the activity 
of the Latin clergymen sent by Pope Nicholas I (858-867). In spite of this undeniable 
fact, it is equally well known that Bulgaria finally followed the Byzantine religious 
creed", whereas Moravia was bound to Western ecclesiastical habits’. Thus, Byzantium 
acquired "Bulgaria instead of Moravia" on the basis of changing political aims and 
priorities and, what is still more important, as a result of mutual agreements. Under the 
light of posterior evolution, this final settlement of affairs (that is Bulgaria went to 
Byzantium and Moravia to the West) seems to be a more "rational" or "logical" one 
than the initially undertaken attempts which opposed the both sides against each other. 

Given also that the facts simultaneously regard both religious and political affairs, it 
would be useful to remember that, when SS. Cyril and Methodius went to Rome in 
December of 867 after a long stay of some forty months in Moravia’, in both the 
Churches of Rome and Constantinople had in the meantime occurred capital changes 


! On the term “Moravia, cf. L.E. HAVLÍK, “Не Megale Moravia" und "he chora Moravia", Bsl. 54, 
1993, pp. 75-82. On apostolic missions to Moravia, cf. V. VAVRINEK, Církevní misie v dejinách Velké Mo- 
ravy, Praha 1963. 


? W. SWOBODA, L'origine de l'organisation de l’Église en Bulgarie et ses rapports avec le patriarcat 
de Constantinople, BBg. 2, 1966, pp. 67-72. 


Е. руовмк, The Making of Central and Eastern Europe, London 1949, рр. 111-121; Е. GRAUS, 
Origines de l'Etat et de la noblesse en Moravie et en Bohéme, Revue des études slaves 39, 1961, pp. 43-58. 


* Thus in the Vita Constantini, p. 15. See: Zwischen Rom und Byzanz. Leben und Wirken der Slawen- 
apostel Kyrillos und Methodios nach den pannonischen Legenden und der Klemensvita. Translation, intro- 
duction and commentary by J. BUINOCH (Slawische Geschichtsschreiber 1), Graz-Wien-Köln 1972, p. 97. 
M. KANTOR, Medieval Slavic Lives of Saints and Princes, Ann Arbor 1983, p. 69. 
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affecting previous political, ecclesiastical and, in general, ideological claims and be- 
haviors; shortly after his (clearly treacherous) accession to the Byzantine throne (867, 

September 24"), emperor Basil I (867-886) had deposed the Patriarch Photius’, who 
had previously undertaken the Byzantine ecclesiastical "intrusion" to areas which until 
then were undisputed but obviously incumbent to the jurisdiction of the Holy See. 

Photius' intrusion provoked some violent reactions on the part of Pope Nicholas, who 
also died on November 13". By their arrival in Rome i in December, the Apostles of 
Moravia found in the Holy See Hadrian II (867-872), a Pope whom contemporary, 
posterior as well as modern pens did their best to, if not to tarnish, then at least to slan- 
der’. Even the Liber Pontificalis, a capital source for the history of successive Popes 
and the Roman See, which steadily reflected anti-Byzantine views, is abruptly inter- 
rupted in February of 868°, leaving in darkness such important events as the final fate 
of Bulgaria and the Byzantine re-conquest of Southern Italy. All those who held con- 
tempt for Pope Hadrian II did omit, either intentionally or unintentionally, to mention 
that in the five years of his pontificate he had not a single earnest opponent in the Con- 
stantinopolitan see; whereas Nicholas I had a strong adversary there, Hadrian had but 
the Patriarch Ignatius (867-877), a traditional friend and ally of Rome, who had once 
also been deposed for the sake of Photius and his universalist plans (858). After 
Photius' deposition Hadrian II could easily be transformed into an obedient servant of 
Basil's policies. It appears rather clearly that towards the end of 867, older arrange- 
ments were reversed. 

I have tried in a whole series of previous studies to draw attention! ? to the serious 
chronological gap of the Liber Pontificalis between the years 868 and 885''; and the 
fact remains that the lives of no less than four successive Popes are missing: those 
of Hadrian II (from 868 to 872) and, after him, of John VIII (872-882), Marinus I 
(882-884) and Hadrian III (884-885), all of whom were more or less compelled to 
adopt a conciliatory policy towards Basil I, even after the return of Photius to the patri- 
archal see ?. In spite of their steady and consequent "anti Photianism”'”, these Popes 


4 


? On the balance of powers in Byzantium in 867, cf. B. BLYSIDU, O floCavrivóc аотократорикос Oeauóc 
Kal n прот ekOpóvior tov natpiapyn Фопоь, Zduuewta 7, 1987, pp. 33-40. 

* On him cf. H. GROTZ, Erbe wider Willen. Hadrian II (867-872) und seine Zeit, Wien-Kóln-Graz 
1970. 

1 Cf. on this matter T.C. LOUNGHIS, La révision du Constitutum Constantini en tant que réhabilitation 
du pape Adrien II, EEBZ 48, 1990-1991, pp. 37-44. 

* Liber Pontificalis П, p. 179 Duchesne. 

? It was a commonplace in the West that Ignatius was supported by Rome; cf. Annales Bertiniani 864 
(Quellen zur karolingischen Reichsgeschichte II, Darmstadt 1972), p. 140 Rau and 872, p. 224. Cf. also Е. 
DVORNIK, Photius, Nicholas I and Hadrain II, Bsl. 34, 1973, p. 33-50. 

10 Cf. T. LOUNGHIS, Н ı620Aoyla tng Вобаупуйс Iotopıoypapiag, Athens 1993, pp. 107-108. 

! Liber Pontificalis IL, pp. 178-191. 

2 The view that Basil I has been misled by Photius after the Council of 879/880 expressed by pope 
Stephen V (cf. V. GRUMEL, La lettre du pape Étienne V à l'empereur Basile Г", RÓB 11, 1953, pp. 129- 


155) has been pointed out under a new perspective by B. BLYSIDU, Ебалерикй подтик Kat єсотерікёс 
AVTIOpAOEIĘ ту exoyn tov Baoıleiov А’, Athens 1991, pp. 191-199, 208-218. 
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needed, sometimes hopelessly, Byzantine naval help in order to stop Arab raids on the 
Italian coasts'^, especially after the first preliminary agreement between the new Byz- 
antine administration of Basil I and the Papacy. Early Imperial messages announcing 
the change in the autumn of 867 must have already reached Pope Nicholas I, still alive 
and presumably satisfied by the deposition of Photius". That could also have meant 
that the Moravian mission must have been already abandoned by the new emperor as 
early as Photius had been deposed and that SS Constantine-Cyril and Methodius were 
to obey Rome with Imperial Byzantine consent as early as the end of 867. 

Towards the end of 867 the Frankish clergy gathered in Venice against Constantine- 
Cyril "like ravens against a falcon"!Ó while the latter hastened to Rome on receiving 
Pope Nicholas' summoning, while in the same vein Methodius had reached his Panno- 
nian see by the end of 870, and was judged by a local synod of the Bavarian clergy, 
show clearly, in my opinion, the opposition of the Frankish clergy to Papal- Byzantine 
agreements. This would be something which the successive Popes had to take into se- 
rious account if they really wished to safeguard their supreme authority amongst the 
Western clergy. Finally, the warm reception given by the Em етот Basil I in 882 to 
honor Methodius on the latter's visit to the Imperial capital testifies the friendly 
course of the Papal-Byzantine relationship under Hadrian II. In his brilliant report at 
the Byzantinological Congress of Munich in 1958, F. Dvornik stated that the Byzan- 
tines concluded initially a politico-religious aliance with Great Moravia directed 
against the Franks and the Bulgars'?. Under this scope, it is easy to interpret the sudden 
Byzantine withdrawal from Moravia immediately after Basil's accession as an opposite 
tendency, to wit a change in policy: to keep Bulgaria under control and an attempt to 
seek an alliance with Francia Orientalis, an alliance, which would have Moravia as its 
main target”. Both ends had to be confirmed in the decades to come. 

“It is true that, by the year 867, the Byzantines seemed to have lost their interest in 
their Moravian mission”, asserts a rather recent study, obviously as it cannot explain 





^ Modern historians such as D. OBOLENSKY, The Byzantine Commonwealth. Eastern Europe (500- 
1453), London 1971, p. 145 and G.G. LITAVRIN, Vvedenije christianstva v Bolgarii, (in:) Priniatije chris- 
tianstva narodami Central’noi i Jugo-Voctoënoï Evropy I kreśćenije Rusi, Moskva 1988, р. 52, amongst 
many others admit that Hadrian II followed the policy of his predecessor Nicholas I. The question is to 
know whether their policy was directed against Byzantine involvement in Bulgarian religious affairs or, 
more specifically, against Photius's practices and claims. 


^ Cf. for instance Е.Е. ENGREEN, Pope John the Eighth and the Arabs, Speculum 21, 1946, pp. 318-330. 


? First embassy of Basil I to the Pope arrived in Rome in December 867, cf. T.C. LOUNGHIS, Les am- 
bassades Byzantines en Occident, depuis la fondation des états barbares jusqu'aux Croisades (407-1096), 
Athénes 1980, p. 191. 


? VC 16, p. 97 Bujnoch. 
ГУМ 8-10, рр. 118-119 Bujnoch. 
ЗУМ 13, pp. 122-123 Bujnoch. 


© Cf. F. DVORNIK, The Patriarch Photius in the Light of Recent Research, (in:) Berichte zum XI. Inter- 
nationalen Byzantinisten-Kongreß, München 1958, III/2, pp. 28, 53. 


? L.E. HAVLÍK, Bulgaria and Moravia between Byzantium, the Franks and Rome, Palaeobulgarica 13, 
1989, pp. 5-20. 
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otherwise such a sudden and unexpected Byzantine retreat, “Bulgaria however was a 
different matter”””. It was indeed a different matter, as a Byzantine share of the prize 
emerging from an international agreement, which could not be openly discussed; it 
could have been considered as a counter- offer against the Byzantine withdrawal from 
Moravia and the settlement of affairs between the new Byzantine government of 867 
and Rome, as Pope Hadrian was altogether a man of conciliatory disposition? . Finally, 
it was not a matter of human qualities, which might be missing to a leader at critical 
moments, but a matter of concrete political agreements, which resulted shortly after 
Basil's Imperial accession. According to the sources, the new emperor acted immedi- 
ately after seizing power; for example, a) he sent an embassy to convince the Pope and 
the "king of Francia" Lewis to send troops (diampeoBeveta ovvemikovptjoai), as it ap- 
pears in the text of Theophanes Continuatus ^; b) he sent word to Lewis, king of Fran- 
cia, and to the горе of Rome, asking their cooperation with the army which he, the 
Emperor, had sent^; c) after seizing Imperial power he... immediately sent cavalry 
units along with 100 ships and wrote to Lewis, king of Francia, and the Pope of Rome, 
asking them to act in concert with his army” 6. Considering that southern Italy, which is 
a purely Western area, remains the main object of these Imperial multidimensional 
acts, one has to wonder under which conditions or prerequisites such a mighty and 
delicate alliance could be confirmed or even concluded in such a short time“, Thus, 
instead of wasting space on paper and time in order to justify Hadrian's alleged incom- 
petence to fulfill Nicholas's political aims and goals and in order to avoid “moral” ex- 
planations, we could rather ask why the Lives of Constantine and Methodius do not 
provide any plausible explanation of the fact that Pope Nicholas summoned them to 
Rome a few weeks after the accession of Basil I. It is quite plausible to assume that 
Basil I wrote to Pope Nicholas as soon as he became Emperor, not only asking him to 
support the Byzantine expedition bound to Italy but also informing him of both of his 
acts of good will; that is, deposing Photius and renouncing Photius's practices in re- 
gards to the “Byzantine intrusion" in Moravia. If, however, all three aforementioned 





f 
?! L. SIMEONOVA, Diplomacy of the Letter and the Cross. Photios, Bulgaria and the Papacy, 860s- 
880s, Amsterdam 1998, p. 231, n. 18. 


22 SIMEONOVA, ibidem. 

23 SIMEONOVA, ibidem, p. 249, adding to this true statement that * he (Hadrian II) so fully subscribed to 
his predecessor's ideas that their mutual enemies nicknamed him a Nicolaite”. I should add to this that his 
behaviour however must have somewhat astonished those who gave him this nickname and that must also 
be the reason that Hadrian II has been so mistreated from Anastasius the Librarian to H. GROTZ, ibidem, pp. 
182-192. 

7 THEOPH. CONT. p. 293 CSHB. 


25 DAI 24, 104-106, p. 128 Moravesik-Jenkins: dzdoreiiev mods te tov Aoödiyov, тди Priya Doayyias 
kai tov Ilana Pons, iva ouuevraudverau тф пара тоб ВаспАёос ánooraAÉvri отратф... 

* De them. 98, Pertusi: BaoíAeiog обу ó добшос Bactheds thy абтократорікду брұђу napd 
OsoŬ eilndog, kaBa лроєірттои ... лроалёстғдАє иёу orparöv кабаААаркду kai лАоѓа р’ Eypaye 
ôt лоду AoóoUyov tov siya Фраууіас кой tov dna Paung тоб ovveraudvai тф éavroD oad... 

1 It must be recorded here that the Byzantine fleet was already operating off the Dalmatian coast as 


early as the spring of 868, as it results from the narrative of Theoph. Cont. 293 (first he sent the fleet and 
then he wrote). 


66 


Bulgaria instead of Moravia: Evidence of major political changes 


ВЕ ИИ СД ИИ —n—B——— ——Iáá—Á—————————————————————HÓ€——— M 


Byzantine sources, which are closely connected with the policies of the Macedonian 
dynasty and which refer to the imperial letters to the Pope” and to Emperor Lewis II 
(855-875) for a common campaign against the Arabs? , do not mention at all the events 
which may actually had occurred, that might be due to the fact that the sources write 
down only what was common in the content of both Imperial letters; that is, the repulse 
of the Arab danger in Italy, and not such delicate clauses regarding territorial conces- 
sions and relevant counter-offers, which are most frequently appended to treaties as 
secret diplomatic memoranda up to the present times. Under this scope, it does not 
make any difference at all if the Apostles of the Slavs were presented to Pope Nicholas 
who had summoned them to Rome or to Pope Hadrian. The fact remains that from now 
on Roman jurisdiction could be established in Moravia without problems. What should 
have to be reviewed was only the so-called Constitutum Constantini, forged by the Pa- 
pacy slightly after the mid-eighth century”, most probably under the pontificate of 
Paul I (757-768)?! and implicitly forbidding any Byzantine territorial possessions оп 
Western soil. But since Basil's accession Byzantine troops regularly and rightfully, 
disembark in Southern Italy with Papal consent, thanks to this obvious review of the 
Constitutum Constantini, which however is not mentioned by the sources in the same 
way as the Byzantine withdrawal from Moravia, is either. On the contrary, it is said 
that the arrival of SS. Cyril and Methodius in Rome in December 867 had been cele- 
brated with unusual pomp”. 

While we are ready to conclude on an issue leading to unexpected results, some- 
times we may wonder why the sources do not pronounce the final verdict, which would 
enable us to be quite certain of our conclusion. But if we take into account that Metho- 
dius was shortly afterwards appointed by Pope Hadrian II to be the Bishop of Sirmium, 
the ancient capital of Pannonia, without any official Byzantine protest”, we may also 
assume that the political and religious counter-offer of Bulgaria was worth a total Byz- 
antine withdrawal from Moravia asa preliminary act of good will validating or con- 
firming the deposition of Photius 


28 Most probably to Nicholas, still alive in autumn of 867; Byzantine 10" century sources do not men- 
tioned the name of the pontifical addressee. 


* These are Theophanes Continuatus, the De administrando imperio and the De thematibus. In fact, 
there is only one mention, similar in all three sources originated from the literary and ideological environ- 
ment of Constantine Porphyrogenitus. 


30 Cf, T.C. LOUNGHIS, La théorie de l'oecuméné limitée et la révision du Constitutum Constantini (in:) 
Obstoto i specifiönoto v Balkanskite kulturi do kraja na XIX vek. Sbornik v test na 70-godiSinata na prof. 
Vasilka Tàpkova-Zaimova, Sofia 1999, pp. 119-122. 


3! Cf, R.J. LOENERTZ, Constitutum Constantini. Destination, destinataires, auteur, date, Aevum 48, 
1974, pp. 199-245. H. FUHRMANN, Constitutum Constantini, Theologische Realenzyklopädie 8, 1981, pp. 
196-202. 


* VC 17, p. 102 Bujnoch. GROTZ, ibidem, pp. 148-155. 


3 К. BOSL, Kyrill und Method. Ihre Stellung und Aufgabe т der rómischen Kirchenorganisation zwi- 
Schen Ost und West, Zeitschrift für bayerische Landesgeschichte 27, 1964, pp. 34-54. 


* I have always admired the sober narrative of P. PETROV, La politique ćtrangere de la Bulgarie au 
milieu du Ixe siécle et la conversion des Bulgares, BBg. 2, 1966, pp. 41-52. 
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In accordance with all that have been mentioned, if we start our research from the 
wrong starting point, assuming that Hadrian II was as implacable and intransigent as 
his predecessor, and we continue moreover to insist forgetting that the main reason 
behind these Papal grievances (that is Photius and his ambition to become a Pope him- 
self by extending his jurisdiction to "the whole world under the sun", as the sources 
somewhat later claim) was removed by the new Byzantine administration of Basil I, we 
are completely blind before international context of the time”. It is true that some en- 
deavors have been made the by Pope Hadrian II in order to maintain Bulgaria in the 
Roman sphere of influence” but thereupon came the Council at Constantinople con- 
vened by Basil I from October 869 to March 870°’, which confirmed Bulgaria's alle- 
giance to the Byzantine patriarchate with Anastasius the Librarian and his partisans 
vehemently protesting against this new arrangement”. Hadrian's own complaints and 
protests"? are directed against the way by which the Latin prelates were thrown out 
from Bulgaria, rather than against the mere fact of Bulgaria were now closely con- 
nected with the Byzantine patriarchate itself. As it is admitted overall, no one knew 
how the Papacy could so soundly lose such a large field of ecclesiastical action as Bul- 
garia was, challenged by the Constantinopolitan Patriarchate being inferior in rank and 
influence. Towards the beginning of the seventies, there was no security for any previ- 
ous agreement, and accidents could easily obscure or shed confusion to existing long- 
term political courses; such as, for instance, were the converging courses of the Byzan- 
tine state power under the Macedonian dynasty on one hand and the Papacy's on the 
other, which sought to tolerate a new Byzantine re-conquest in the West. Basil I and 
Hadrian II acted almost jointly to manage the liberation of Papal legates caught at open 
sea during their return trip and taken prisoner by Croatian pirates in 870%. It goes with- 
out saying that it was much easier for the Byzantines to subscribe to such common acts 
than to convince the Westerners and their supporters in Bulgaria that "the Lord's vine- 
yard", as called by Photius^', would fall to the latter’s fellow-citizens who, to complete 
their misfortune, would call again their most undesirable figure in the West to the pa- 
triarchal see in 877. 

To all successive Popes of the time, which does not only include Nicholas I, Byzan-: 
tine ecclesiastical domination and rule in Bulgaria meant more or less a victory not of 
the Byzantine patriarchate, but rather of Photius' personal expansionist policies and, by 
indicating and reprehending this crucial point, they were not totally wrong. If the By- 
zantines indeed insisted on their domination in Bulgaria, especially after the accession 


? F. DVORNIK, The Photian Schism. History and Legend, Cambridge 1948, pp. 132-140. 

* Cf. BLYSIDU, Ećotepikń noditixn, p. 111. 

37 Cf. GROTZ, op. cit., рр. 207-235 (Das „achte ókumenische Konzil“). 

55 Anastasii Bibliothecarii, Historia de vitis Romanorum Pontificum 610 = PL 128, col. 1395-1396). 
? Letter of November the 10", 871, MGH Epp. VI, pp. 760-762. 


* Liber Pontificalis 1, 184: Tandem apostolicis imperialibusque litteris ab exilio liberati.... Cf. V. GJU- 
SELEV, Kniaz Boris Pervi, Sofia 1981. 


*' PHOTIUS, Ep. 2, Laourdas — Westerink I, pp. 39-53, here 42. 
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of Basil I?, that was rather due to their immediate and peaceful withdrawal from Mo- 
ravia (recognized by both Rome and Constantinople) than to their alleged obstinacy. 
They had made the first step towards reconciliation. However, to the eyes of Papal 
supporters, the Byzantines had only renounced the first half of Photius's universal 
claims. Mistrust reigned on both sides, and it became clear that if the Byzantines 
wished to keep Bulgaria under the jurisdiction of the patriarchate of Constantinople, 
they should at least to some extent adopt Photius’ old tactics. His return to the Patriar- 
chal See in 877 supports this hypothesis and it could eventually explain Pope John's 
worries and his vehement behavior against Byzantine policies since 872^ , including 
his letter to Photius ^ . Thus, an overall conclusion would be, that while the annexation 
of Bulgaria to the Patriarchate of Constantinople seemed more and more to be a recog- 
nized fact, and as such it could be considered relegated to the past, the claims of 
Photius and his supporting bishops during the so-called Council of Union in 879/880 
were not to be forgotten in Rome and in the whole West for centuries to come. 

The successive Popes of the seventies and early eighties of the 9" century might 
consider their ideological tolerance vis-à-vis the Byzantines as a sufficient conciliatory 
step, which consisted of admitting them to disembark anew and in force in Southern 
Italy, notwithstanding the stipulations of the Constitutum Constantini. As a compensa- 
tion for this concession they officially claimed both the recently Christianized countries 
of Moravia and Bulgaria, whereas in Byzantium things must have followed an opposite 
and more traditional course; just as the Byzantines had in 863 attacked Bulgaria in 
concert with Prince Rostislav of Moravia? and Bulgaria was an ally of Francia Orien- 
talis (Germany)? which openly intended to subdue Moravia", the conclusion of a 
treaty with the kingdom of Francia Orientalis would have been an appropriate, or at 
least a very good way to extinguish the Moravian Slavs without injuring existing rela- 
tions with the West. Thus, when an official Byzantine emissary had met King Lewis 
the German (840-877) at Regensburg in January of 872, this could be closely con- 
nected with the German campaign against Moravia, which immediately followed the 
next May. Almost at the same time, that is in 873 or slightly earlier, the Chazars were 


4 G. CANKOVA-PETKOVA, Uber die Bildung des bulgarischen Staates, (in:) Beitráge zur byzanti- 
nischen Geschichte im 9-11 Jahrhundert, hg. von V. VAVRÍNEK, Praha 1978, pp. 463-482. 


* Iohannis VIII papae, Ep. 259, MGH Epp. VII, pp. 229-230. 
* Iohannis VIII, Ep. 258, МСН Epp. VII, pp. 227-228. Cf. also SIMEONOVA, op. cit., p. 323. 
5 M. DEANESLY, Histoire de l'Europe du Haut Moyen Áge (476 à 911), Paris 1958, p. 624. 


* Cf. G.G. LITAVRIN, Formirovanije i razvitije bolgarskogo rannefeodal'nogo gosudarstva, (in:) 
Rannefeodal’nye gosudarstva na Balkanach VI-XII vv., Moskva 1985, p. 163. 


47 Cf. P. PETROV, Politique étrangére, pp. 45-47; W. EGGERT, Das ostfrünkish-deutsche Reich in der 
йш seiner Zeitgenossen, Berlin 1973, p. 36. 


*5 German campaigns against Moravia are recorded by Lampert od Hersfeld, Annals in 855 and 864, p. 

25 Schmidt — Fritz (Ausgewählte Quellen zur deutschen Geschichte des Mittelalters 13, Darmstadt 1973), 

by the Annales Xantenses in 870, p. 364 Rau (Ausgewühlte Quellen zur deutschen Geschichte des Nmittel- 

alters 6, Darmstadt 1972), and by the Annales Fuldenses in 872, p. 84 Rau (Quellen zur karolingischen 

Reichsgeschichte 3, Darmstadt 1982). Cf. also T.C. LouNGHIS, Die Slawen und Ungarn innerhalb der 
"begrenzten Oekumene“ der Makedonenkaiser, Bsl. 54, 1993, p. 69, n. 27-28. 
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driven out from Crimea by the Маруагѕ“? who would be later Byzantine allies thanks 
to the Holy Providence under the reign of Leo VI (886-912). Thus, in times to come, 
alliances began to change drastically; fighting against the vigorous Bulgaria of Tsar 
Symeon (893-927) Byzantium would have had to make recourse to the Hungarians not 
only in the lower Danube, but also even upwards to Moravia. I may be mistaken, but I 
should repeat at the end of this paper that the Byzantine emissaries of 894 and 896 
mentioned by the Annales Fuldenses and received by Arnulf of Carinthia (889-899) are 
closely connected not only with a Byzantine agreement to the Imperial coronation of 
Arnulf?! but also with the use of the Magyar allies against Bulgaria in 894/895 and 
against Moravia in 896”. These major political changes not only substantially pro- 
moted the German-Byzantine alliance which would dominate Europe throughout the 
10" century, but also testify a hitherto unknown flexibility of Byzantine diplomacy. 
Their diplomacy sought to compel its Church leadership to abandon universal claims 
consisting of intrusions to areas ostensibly belonging to Roman jurisdiction and in 
making benefits from political agreements in order to safeguard its ecclesiastical domi- 
nation in dioceses such as the new Bulgarian Christian kingdom, also known as the 
dioceses of Thrace and belonging to the jurisdiction of the Constantinopolitan See 
since the 5" century A.D. 


9 C, ZUCKERMANN, Les Hongrois au pays de Lébédia: une nouvelle puissance aux confins de Byzance 
et de la Chazarie (in:) Byzantium at War (9th-12th c.), Athens 1997, pp. 70-71. Cf. also T.C. LOUNGHIS, 
Byzantine Political Encounters concerning Eastern Europe (V-XI centuries), Byzantina et slavica Craco- 
viensia 3, Cracow 2001, p. 22. 


* Cf. LOUNGHIS, Die Slawen und Ungarn, pp. 66-67 with relevant literature in notes 5-13. G. KRISTÓ, 
Konstantinos Porphyrogennetos über die Landnahme der Ungarn, (in:) Byzanz und Ostmitteleuropa 950- 
1453. Beiträge zu einer Table Ronde des XIX International Congress of Byzantine Studies, Copenhagen 
1996, ed. G. PRINZING und M. SALAMON, Wiesbaden 1999, pp. 13-21. 


*! Cf. on this matter, T.C. LOUNGHIS, The Adaptability of Byzantine Political Ideology to Western Re- 
alities as a Diplomatic Message (476-1096), (in:) Settimane del Centro Italiano di Studi sull' Alto Medioevo 
32, 2005, p. 354. 


? Shortly after Sviatopluk's death; cf. DAI 40, 33, p. 176 and 41, 22, p. 180. 
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WHAT DID THE PATRIARCH PHOTIUS BELIEVE IN REGARDS 
TO MISSIONARY ACTIVITY? 


It is necessary to teach and carefully guide 
with words the infidels, heretics and those who 
lead a bad way of life. They are like sheep 
without a shepherd; therefore, they need great 
pastoral care and catechetic teaching. 


These are the words of Photius, the sixtieth Patriarch of Constantinople, a man who 
was not only a great Byzantine saint, teacher and intellectual, but also a person inher- 
ently connected with the revitalization of Byzantine missionary politics in the ninth 
century. Photius' name is related to famous missionary projects amongst the Khazars, 
Bulgarians, Moravians and Russians. In addition, he once was considered a model and 
example of a practical missionary, as a patriarch who was constantly thinking about the 
nature of the Christian mission during his own life. 

As Sergey Ivanov has recently pointed out, Photius was the first theologian who 
pondered on the very concept of the Christian mission since ancient times”. Neverthe- 
less, what remains open is how important the Christianization of the barbarians was to 
Photius. I will consider this not only as a purely ideological abstraction — but also as a 
concrete one embedded in this specific time. Furthermore, was Photius for his contem- 
poraries truly a man who devoted his own life to the Christianization of barbarians? 

To begin answering the latter question, Photius in any case played such a role, at 
least for his partisans, irrespective of the fact that they emphasized his missionary ac- 
counts, mainly in an apologetic way. Already during the Anti-Photian Council in 
869/870 Photius' supporters claimed that it was only due to the activities of their leader 





' PHOT. ep. 55. (in:) Photius epistolae et amphliochia I. ed. І.В. LAOURDAS/L.G. WESTERINK, Lipsiae 
1983, р. 1011-20. 


2 " 
С.А. ИВАНОВ, Византийское миссионерство: Можно nu сделать из варвара xpucmanuna? 
Москва 2003, р. 143. 


Martin Hurbanic 


that various peoples were saved from heresies and delusion. The testimony of his mis- 
sionary achievements should be borne by the land of the Armenians, by Mesopotamia, 
and by all barbarians, namely the Bulgarians and the Russians; according to his famous 
encyclical letter to the eastern patriarchs’. 

Ten years later, at the Church council of Constantinople in 879/80 his follower and 
one of the formerly persecuted bishops, the Metropolitan Zacharias of Chalcedon, ex- 
pressed a similar opinion. For him, Photius enlightened the whole universe by his bap- 
tismal activities and turned the people away from delusion. In a similar vein, Zachary 
also calls attention to the lands of the Armenians, to Mesopotamia and to all nations, 
which were formerly adherents of barbarian and cruel ways of life, showing there evi- 
dence which should convince all that it was just his Patriarch who liberated those peo- 
ple from their previous delusions by his teaching and was the one who led them to the 
light of the true faith*. 

Another of Photius’ advocates, Elias, a legate of the Patriarchate of Jerusalem, 
stated at the same council the following: 


The virtues of our holy and ecumenical patriarch lit up in the coun- 
tries of the East to such a great extent that the very Saracens, who 
had once been followers of impiety, sent letters to our most-holy 
lord. Some of them asked him for instruction on how to be honored 
with the salvation-bringing baptism; others, who did not wish to 
change their religion just yet, only asked to be the subjects of our 
Emperors, who have been elevated by God, through the mediation 
of our holy Patriarch. You see, here are the letters of the emirs of 
the East. Is this not a change for the better? And does this not come 
from God himself? 


Let us look at Photius now. Was he truly such an influential theorist, zealous 
propagator and initiator of great missionary activities, as he used to be for his own 
followers? Has he really redefined attitudes of the Byzantine elites towards the 
mission? As the answer in this case may in fact be ‘yes’, what important circumstances; 
influenced him during his life and career? | 

Such questions are surely not easy to answer. For if we look closer at the attitudes 
of the Byzantine elites of the time, it must be said that despite the numerous statements 
of the New Testament and the Church Fathers regarding the concept of the Christian 
mission, the theme itself had never been seriously and thoroughly elaborated in Byzan- 
tium. The spreading of Christian teaching through the apostles was perceived as a 
unique event in the history of mankind and only gradually began to be considered in 
the sense of an ideological concept and a model for practical missionary activities. The 
attitudes of the Byzantine elites oscillated between confessional and cultural solidarity, 





* МАМІ, XVI, col. 465 D-E. 

* MANSI, XVII, col. 460 C. 

* MANSI, XVII, col. 484 D. 

° ИВАНОВ, Византийское миссионерство, рр. 16-30, а 62-72. 
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and traditional schemes dividing the world into civilization and barbarism’. For Byzan- 
tine authors, Christianization alone, which of course is the purpose of any missionary 
activity, seemed to be considered mainly as another vehicle for the humanization of 
barbarians and their political conversion to the Empire‘. 

It is without dispute that such opinions were significant for the Constantinopolitan 
Patriarch Photius as well. As already proven, Photius’ opinions towards the Christian 
mission may have been developed before his election to the Patriarchy in 858 due to 
the reading and commentation of the Church fathers, whose works the Patriarch later 
summarized in his Myriobiblon’. 

However, if we turn our attention to the huge collection of the Patriarch's own 
works, including his personal correspondence, we must admit that the problem of the 
mission (except for some few examples) he regarded as one of the less important theo- 
logical themes. Nevertheless, Photius' personal correspondence clearly shows that even 
after his election to the Patriarchy in 858 he was not much preoccupied with that ques- 
tion. The reason for this must be explained by the complicated internal struggle of the 
Patriarch and his followers with their opponents among the Ignatianas who would be 
later supported by the Papacy. In this connection, I would like to pay attention to one 
interesting example. In a letter written in either August or September 861 to the Roman 
Pope Nicholas I, Photius mentions, among other issues, the circumstances of his elec- 
tion to the Patriarchy. Here, the Patriarch expresses worry and a bit of scepticism over 
his position, claiming that the election was against his own will. Photius then enumer- 
ates a number of duties related to the office of the Patriarch in the following manner: 


[It is necessary] to strengthen the weaklings, to teach and instruct 
the uneducated, to turn them with a mild word, and others, who 
show obstinacy, by whips. [My obligation is] to cheer up the milk- 
sops and the idles, persuade the grabbers to despise fortune and to 
love the poor, to restrain the ambitious and encourage them to be- 
come accustomed to the honor of uplifting the spirit, in order to 
bring it closer to God; to release the prideful from their pride and 
lead them in the modest way of life, to hold back those who are 
devoted to the pleasures of the flesh, and guide them to continence, 


* To the ideological aspects of the missions spreading from Byzantium: I. SEVCENKO, Religious Mis- 
sions Seen from Byzantium, Harvard Ukrainian Studies 12/13 (1988/89), pp. 7-27; H.G. BECK, Christliche 
Mission und politische Propaganda im byzantinischen Reich, (in:) Ideen und Realitäten in Byzanz, Vari- 
orum Reprints. London 1972, pp. 649-674; P. SCHREINER, Die byzantinische Missionierung als politische 
Aufgabe. Das Beispiel der Slawen, (in:) Stefanos, Studia byzantina ac slavica Vladimiro Vavfinek ad an- 
num sexagesimum quintum dedicata, (Bsl. 56, 1995/6, 3), pp. 525-526. 


* ИВАНОВ, Византийское миссионерство, р. 343; P. CHRISTOU, The Missionary Task of the Byzan- 
tine Emperor, Byzantiná 3 (1970), pp. 279-286; in this connection K. LECHNER, Hellenen und Barbaren im 
Weltbild der Byzantiner. Die alten Bezeichnungen als Ausdruck eines neuen Kulturbewußtsein, München 
1954, pp. 96-106; K.E. MÜLLER (ed.), Geschichte der antiken Ethnographie und Ethnologischen Theorie- 
bildung. Von den Anfüngen bis auf die byzantinischen Historiographen, Teil IL, pp. 254-257; M. 
HURBANIC, Byzantsko-slovanská oikumene. Spoločenstvo kultury a viery, Slovanský přehled 91 (2005) 
pp. 1-11. 


? $. IVANOV, Casting Pearls before Circe's Swine, (in:) Mélanges Gilbert Dagron (Travaux et Mé- 
mories 14, 2002, pp. 295-301); IDEM, Busanmuückoe muccuonepcmeo, pp. 143-145. 
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to prevent injustice, to ease the irascibles and to comfort the weak- 
hearted'”. 


At the end of this passage Photius asked in a rhetorically manner: 


Is it necessary to enumerate all of this? In short, it is needful to lib- 
erate, even against their will, those who are afflicted by those bad 
manners and passions enslaving their souls, weakening and cor- 
rupting their bodies, and to make them true servants of God! '. 


Here we have to deal with the strong rhetorical form of Photius' own apology. Nev- 
ertheless, it is clear that in regards to the obligation of spreading Christianity among 
pagans, Photius regarded this as neither an important factor, nor counted it among the 
duties of the highest Byzantine Church dignitary. Yet, some indication of Photius' in- 
terest in the problem of the external conversion is revealed in the next part of the letter. 
Here, Photius, by explaining his own difficult position, states: 


Everywhere I am surrounded by the impious. Some of them insult 
and dishonor Christ, as they ridicule and slander his image. Others 
mingle or deny His own natures, while many add a new nature and 
reject established ones. They dishonor the fourth council with the 
help of thousands of accusations; a new fight is being stirred up 
against it. I have fought against them for a long time, and for many 
of them I succeeding in bringing them to obey Christ. I wish I 
could convert them all to Christ". 


In any case, it is evident from this example that the Patriarch speaks here not about 
the conversion of barbarians, but about the spiritual remedy of non-orthodox Chris- 
tians, most probably the iconoclasts and Armenian Monophysites". At any rate, 
Photius' changing attitudes in regards to the external mission must be looked for else- 
where. It was only after the strong military attack of the pagan Russians on Constantin- 
ople in 860, which can be considered the turning point in Photius’ missionary career. 

The miraculous rescue of the Byzantine capital could be treated by Photius not only 
as another sign of God's protection of Constantinople, but also towards his position as 
well. At the same time, the new foreign threat to the Empire, and its consequences, 
may have stimulated Photius to some concrete (not just abstract) speculations on the 
necessity of Christianizing the northern barbarians. 


© PHOT. ep. 290, (in:) Photius epistolae et amphliochia Ш, ed. LB. LAOURDAS et L.G. WESTERINK. 
Lipsiae 1985, p. 134344.353. 

l! IDEM, 134353358. 

" IDEM, 134 359.364 -1 35365. 

"To the attitudes of Photius towards the Armenians: К.Н. ЮЗБАШЯН, Армянские государства enoxu 
Багратидов и Византия (ІХ.-ХІ. вв.) Москва 1988, pp. 261-267; L.G. WESTERINK, The Correspondence 
between the Patriarch Photius and Ashot V. The Documents, (in:) International Conference of Armenian 
Medieval Literature, Yerevan September 15-19 1986, pp. 258-260; K. MAKSOUDIAN, The Chalcedonian 
Issue and the Early Bagratids. The Council of Sirakawan, Revue des Etudes Arméniennes 21 (1988-89), 
рр. 335-336; I. DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Patriarch Photius and the East, (in:) Communication at 33" Spring 
Symposium of Byzantine Studies, Bulletin of British Byzantine Studies 26 (2000), pp. 83-86. 
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What did the Patriarch Photius believe in regards to missionary activity? 
munen —M————Á————P— —————ÓM—————'ÉHÓ——————Á CÉ 


In the last volume of Byzantinoslavica I try to explain that, as far as the ideology is 
concerned, Photius missionary interest was influenced mainly by the juridical, political 
and doctrinal conflict with the pope. These external factors resulting from this conflict 
forced Photius to re-formulate his own; to some extent from a more abstract missionary 
position to the more tangible one’. 

His ideological views are clearly reflected in two important documents, namely in 
the letter to the Bulgarian Khan Boris, and above all in the encyclical letter to the East- 
ern Patriarchs'°. Here, the motive of the mission is closely connected with the idea of 
one undivided Church, having its terrestrial centre in Constantinople. It is this Church 
alone, which served as a correction and remedy for those who dwelt in the delusion of 
polytheism or “false”, non-orthodox Christianity. This predominant position of Con- 
stantinople and its orthodoxy is confirmed by the seemingly miraculous and divinely 
allowed conversion of various nations to Christianity. 

Such statements of Photius might have been an answer to the massive propaganda 
coming from the West, for we know that at the beginning of the controversy, Pope 
Nicholas tried to take advantage of his own position by dispatching various letters not 
only to the western Bishops, but also to the eastern ones. Similar to the efforts of the 
Papacy, Photius emphasized his vision of one inseparable Church with its pure faith 
enhanced by the spiritual unification of the Armenians, Bulgarians and Russians with 
Constantinople. Such examples of spiritual remedy of the barbarians and the non- 
orthodox Christians served here to persuade eastern and western bishops alike that it 
was not Photius who had abandoned Christian unity, otherwise the schismatics and the 
pagans would have had no reason to join the Constantinopolitan Church". 

In connection with the aforementioned nations, it is a little bit surprising that the Pa- 
triarch did not mention the Moravian mission among other successes of the Constanti- 
nopolitan patriarchate. It is possible, as stated before, that it was due to the complicated 
and uncertain juridical/political situation in Moravia, and as a result the Patriarch could 
not, with this example, demonstrate the predominant position of his patriarchate within 
the Christian oikumene P^. Or it could be much simpler: If we look closer at the mis- 
sions of St. Constantine-Cyril to the Arabians, Khazars and Moravians, we must admit, 
despite the hagiographical praising tone, that Christianization was not the primary tar- 


^ M. HURBANIC, The Byzantine Missionary Concept and its Revitalisation in the 9" Century. Some 
Remarks on the Content of Photius’ Encyclical Letter Ad Archiepiscopales Thronos per Orientem Obti- 
nentes, Bsl. 62 (2005) pp. 103-116. 


5 To the problem of Photius' encyclical letter: J. HERGENRÖTER, Photius, Patriarch von Constantino- 
pel. Sein Leben, seine Schriften und das griechische Schisma I, Regensburg 1867, pp. 642-649; Е. DVOR- 
NIK, Photian Schism. History and the Legend, Cambridge 1970, p. 119ff; L. SIMEONOVA, Diplomacy of the 
Letter and the Cross. Photios, Bulgaria and the Papacy (860s-880s), Amsterdam 1998, p. 223ff. To the 
theological aspects of this document: D. РОССЕЙКИНЪ, Окружное nocnanie Фотія, патріарха констан- 
тинопольскаго, Богословский Вестник 1 (1915), pp. 122-157, especially pp. 144-157; R. HAUGH, Photius 
and the Carolingians. The Trinitarian Controversy, Belmont, Mass. 1975 esp. p. 91ff.; H.D. DÓPMANN, 
Die antilateinische Polemik des Photius, (in:) Byzanz in der europüischen Staatenwelt, Hrsg. J. DUMMER, J. 
IRMSCHER, Berlin 1983, pp. 205-209. 


^ HURBANIC, Byzantine Missionary Concept, p. 104ff. 
" HURBANIĆ, Byzantine Missionary Concept, p. 116. 
'® IDEM, p. 115. 
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get of their activities. Concerning the missions to the Arabs and Khazars, the political 
aspects clearly prevailed over the missionary ones. In regards to the Moravian mission, 
Photius was dealing primarily with juridical questions, and not simply the missionary 
ones closely connected with his concept of spiritual remedy. If the conversion of the 
pagans or correction of the heretics was the purpose, Photius and oftentimes his parti- 
sans were keen to propagate news of such successes whenever possible. On the other 
side, Photius did not regard the dispatch of Cyril and Methodius as a sort of spiritual 
conversion, but as the first move in a diplomatic survey allowing a considerable 
amount of autonomy for the missionaries. 

During the second patriarchate, Photius’ theoretical and to some extent polemical 
attitudes concerning the mission seem to take the form of an elaborate legal constitu- 
tion, which is obvious from the second paragraph of the Epanagoge, where the position 
of a Patriarch is defined in the following manner: 


The role of the Patriarch is first and foremost to save the souls of 
those whom he received from God, and further to turn all heretics 
to Orthodoxy and the Unity of the Church; finally, he must aston- 
ish the unbelievers by a brilliant, glorious and admirable way of 
life, and in such a way to make all of them true adherents of the 
right faith'”. 


As far as Photius” second patriarchate is concerned, we have yet another proof of 
his increasing missionary interest towards the outside world. In the letter to Leon the 
Archbishop of Calabria, Photius speaks about the conversion of the Saracens in south- 
ern Italy. Unfortunately, we do not know the exact date of this letter. In the Laour- 
das/Westerink edition there is proposed a date between November 877 to September 
886. What deserves our interest is not only the canonical form of that letter but also its 
content, paying its attention not to abstract ideological schemes (as in the letter to Bo- 
ris, for example) but to the specific situation and interest of the Byzantine clergy in 
southern Italy”. 

There is solid evidence and vivid examples of Photius changing his attitude towards 
Missionary activity, from static and theoretical speculations, such as in his Myrio- 
biblon, to the very specific missionary program reacting to present situations and de- 
mands. 





l? Cf. EPANAGOGE. Ш, ed. J. et P. ZEPOS, Jus graecoromanum II, Athens 1931, р. 242ff. 
* PHOT. ep. 297. (in:) Photius epistolae et amphliochia Ш, p. 162ff. 
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“EGREDERE DE TERRA". 
ON GEOGRAPHICAL-ADMINISTRATIVE TERMINOLOGY IN 91H CENTURY 
LEGAL MANUSCRIPTS 


As the Slavs settled in a particular territory and the first early medieval state entities 
were formed, we see the occurrence of specific terminology in Slav manuscript legal 
sources associated with the constitutional or ecclesiastical legal administrative organi- 
zation of these new units, their territorial delimitation and their boundaries. This Old 
Church Slavonic (OCS) legal terminology stemmed in part from Greek and Latin sets 
of terminology and in many cases had parallels in both language environments. The 
issue of interpretation and explication of geographical-administrative terms like "land", 
"homeland", “territory”, “region”, “area”, “place”, and other associated terms such as 
“town” and “village”, “border” and “border area", "route" and "road" has never previ- 
ously been examined in 9" century medieval Slavonic legal manuscripts. This termi- 
nology shares its context with a large number of other legal and philosophical- 
economic terms such as “nation”, “freedom” and "bondage", "escape", “captivity” and 
the concepts “own”, “domestic” and “foreign/others’”. Hence the basic sources for our 
deliberations will not only be legal manuscripts, written primarily in the 9" century and 
used in the Great Moravian and Bulgarian environments, but also manuscripts of a le- 
gal nature concerning conditions in Great Moravia and Bulgaria, as well as elsewhere. 
As for the language, these manuscripts are of both OCS (with Greek sources) and Latin 
origin. 

We will first focus our attention on the terminology of the Great Moravian manu- 
scripts’. Despite the extensive debates over their authorship and origins, most research- 


! For legal terminology in Great Moravian legal manuscripts, see e.g. L. HAVLÍKOVÁ, Vojenské zákony 
Velké Moravy a jejich byzantská predloha, Casopis Matice moravské 106, 1987, pp. 269-276; EADEM, 
Transformacija, recepcija i adaptacija vizantijskoj social по] voenno-politićeskoj terminologii v slavjanskoj 
sredé, VV 50, 1989, pp. 59-65; EADEM, Středověké slovanské právo a žena (Zena v právním systému 
velkomoravské spolecnosti), (in:) Byzantinoslovaca I. Roëenka Byzantologického seminára A. Avenaria, 
ed. M. DANIS, Bratislava 2006, pp. 175-205; EADEM, Femina slavica — Zena a mateïstvi ve velkomo- 
ravskych právnich památkách 9. stoleti (Prispevek k stfedovekym gender studies), forthcoming; EADEM, On 
the Dissemination of Byzantine Law within the Slavic Environment (Slavic Procedural Law), forthcoming; 
EADEM, К právnímu postaveni slovanské zeny v 9. století (К otázce shatku a uzavreni manżelstvi v pri- 
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ers agree that they were all written during the time of Cyril and Methodius during the 
9% century in the Great Moravian, environment”. The most important of them include 
Zakon» sudbnyi Іјидьтъ (ZSL)”, for which the Eclogue, the Byzantine Civil Code 
collection, served as a source. 

To designate a specific geographical territory, the (ruler's) "lands", the Old Mora- 
vian ZSL used the OCS term zemlja, while the Greek Eclogue used two expressions in 
one and the same paragraph, both topos and eparchia’. However, we understand the 
Greek term topos”, used in another ZSK paragraph in the sense of zemlja, regio, more 
generally in the sense of a specific “place” (lat. locus) or “locality” and we associate it 
less frequently with an extensive territory, "land", for which chóra would be a more 
appropriate Greek equivalent. An adequate translation of the Greek topos is OCS 
mésto, as the ZSL Slav Code of Laws designated the “place” where violence, i.e. rape, 
was commited on a virgin, which was further described as a barren place, a wasteland 
(v pusté méstéye. Additionally, soldiers returned from captivity “to their land" and “to 
their place". In contrast to the ZSL, the Eclogue does not use the term “land”, which is 
added as an extra specification in the Code of Laws by its author, translating the Greek 
en té politeia as vb svoju zemlju i grade”. In the legal context of the Eclogue and the 
ZSL, the Greek politeia and the Slavonic grad» are to be understood in the sense of ius 
civitatis, civilitas® as involving the reacquisition of civil rights; hence the return of the 
captives, who before their captivity had personally been free soldiers in the service of 
their lord, belonging to the class of professional milites, polemioi, which meant the re- 
turn of their civil rights and obligations. One of the ZSL punishments was also exile 
“from the land” (ot zemli; exoria)’. This was the punishment for anybody who drove 
another person away and thus basically stole his herd. The fact that this case involved 





padech pokrevniho, adoptivniho a tzv. duchovniho pribuzenstvi v bulharském a velkomoravském prostredi), 
forthcoming. 

? Fora summary of the way views developed in the past (to the 1970s) on the authorship and origins of 
the Great Moravian legal manuscripts see MMFH, IV. Leges — Textus iuridici - Supplementa, ed. L. HAV- 
LIK, Brno 1971. For the latest on the issue see К.А. MAKSIMOVIC, Zakon» sudenyi ljudem». Istoćnikoved- 
Ceskije i lingvistiCeskije aspekty issledovanija slavjanskogo juridiéeskogo pamjatnika, Moskva 2004 and 
К. ILIEVSKA, Zakon» sudnyi ljudemr, Skopje 2004; for a summary of the issue see HAVLÍKOVÁ, Stre- 
dovéké slovanské právo a Zena, p. 175 sq. 

3 Zakon sudnyi ljudeme, (in:) ММЕН IV, pp. 147-198 (Greek text taken from Collectio librorum juris 
graeco-romani ineditorum, Ecloga Leonis et Constantini, Epanagoge Basilii, Leonis et Alexandri, ed. C.E. 
ZACHARIAE a Lingenthal, Lipsiae 1852). 

* Zakon» sudnyi ljudeme, (т:) ММЕН ТУ, p. 181, 4 (Ecloga XVII. 24): ot kneza zembli toi &rese zemlju 
da ve inoi zemlju prodadete; hypo теп ti kata topon epairesthai archontos kai par ашй hyper eparchian 
pipraskesthai. 

* Zakon» sudnyi јийьтъ, (in:) ММЕН IV, р. 189, 9. 


6 Zakon» sudnyi ljudomv, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 185, 17 (Ecloga XVII. 5): ot vladyky zembli; hypo men tú 
kata topon archontos. 

! Zakon» sudnyi ljudomv, (in:) ММЕН IV, р. 191, 21 (Ecloga XVII. 6). 

8 This is borne out, for example, by the Suprasäl Codex and the Apostle of Christinopol. See Slovník 
Jazyka staroslovénského — Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae (hereinafter SJS) I, ed. J. KURZ et al., Praha 
1966, p. 430. Latin had the term postliminium for the return of a captive slave, see MMFH IV, p. 191, 
nou 51. 


? Zakonb sudnyi ljudem», (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 193, 26 (Ecloga XVII. 13): ot zemli da розу!ае1ь se; exo- 
ria parapempesthó. 
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theft is also borne out by one of the following ZSL articles, which also punished theft 
by exile "from the land" (ot zemli); if anybody stole holy or valuable things from a 
church at night, he was deemed ungodly, beaten, shorn and “sent from the land". While 
ZSL used the term ot zemli posylaete se, the Greek Eclogue expressed the same infor- 
mation with the verbal form exorizesth6"®. 

The term "border" not only indicated the border between lands, ethnic groups and 
the like, it was also reflected in the term “own” (na svojei nivě, tu idit chórafiń) and 
“others’”, e.g. in the sense of a boundary between plots of land (cjużju nivu li ćjużb 
vinograd»; ta allotria chórafia e tón allotrion ampelóna or ćjużb lésv; en allotria 
hylé)'' or between one’s own property and another's (svoje iméja, svojeja vesti; idion, 
tu idi pragmatos; cjuze, allotrion)"". 

We can also sense a certain boundary (more in the philosophical-economical sense) 
between the concept and the manner of life in the terms "town" and "village", or more 
accurately "being or living in the town" (ve gradé; en polei) and "being and living in 
the village" (ve vsi li v selé; exo ә poleós chória e agrüs e oikias agrón)"”. 

The Slavonic Nomokanonb (N)!* written by the Moravian Archbishop Methodius 
was based on the Byzantine Nomocanon (Synagog£). In the Slavonic N, the OCS term 
oblaste was used to refer to the ecclesiastical province — “eparchie” (in the Greek 
source eparchia), as well as to refer to a different ecclesiastical administrative unit, 
“diocese” (in the Greek source paroikia)'® ‚ Elsewhere i in N, the OCS translator used the 
term oblasto as an equivalent of the Greek polis". A diocese is also referred to in N by 
the term predély'®, which was also used for "territory", "portion" or the literally delim- 
ited "border" of a certain district", so that it corresponded to three terms in the Greek 
source: dioikésis, enoria and hyperoria. N stated that a priest was disallowed not only 


9 Zakon» sudnyi ljudomv, (in:) ММЕН IV, pp. 193-194, 28 (Ecloga XVII. 15). 

!! Zakon» sudnyi ljudem», (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 187, 15 (Ecloga XVII. 41) and р. 187, 14 (Ecloga XVII. 40). 

12 Zakon» sudnyi ljudomv, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 189, 17 (Ecloga XVII. 5). 

? Zakon» sudnyi Јийьтъ, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 187, 15 (Ecloga XVII. 41). 

^ Nomokanons, (in:) ММЕН IV, s. 205-363 (Greek text taken from Ioannis Scholastici Synagoga L 
titulorum ceteraque eiusdem opera iuridica, ed. V. BENESEVIC, (in:) Abhandlungen der Bayerischen Aka- 
demie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-historische Abteilung, Neue Folge, Heft 14, München 1937). 

5 Мотокапопъ (Index L titulorum), (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 246/ I, p. 247/VII (Synagoge I, VID: oblasti 
inogo; ve oblasti; en té eparchia. Nomokanonv (Synagoga L titulorum), (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 263/I (Syna- 
gogé I): ve vsekoi oblasti; hekastén eparchian, p. 266-267/III (Synagogé Ш): ot svojeja oblasti ve druguju 
oblaste; apo tés heautü eparchias eis heteran eparchian, p. 356/XLIX (Synagogé XLIX): ve kojeizdo epar- 
chii; en hekasté eparchia, p. 357/XLIX (Synagogć XLIX): vo oblastech»; en tais eparchiais. 

^ Мотокапопь (Synagoga L titulorum), (in: ММЕН IV, pp. 278-279/XII (Synagoge XII): svojeja 
oblasti, oblasteju, vo drugija oblasti; tén heautü paroikian, hypo tés paroikias, hetairais paroikiais) or p. 
359/L (Synagoge L): ve vsekoi oblasti; en pasé paroikia. 

7 Nomokanonv (Synagoga L titulorum), (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 292/XX (Synagogé XX): уъ druzéi oblasti; 
en hetera polei. 

'8 Мотокапопъ (Index L titulorum), (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 246ЛІ (Synagogé II): jako nedostoite im» pre- 
děla; kai peri tu mé de autüs enorian hyfarpazein; ibidem, p. 246/11 (Synagoge Ш): kromě predéla svo- 
jego; méte de cheirotonein hyperoria. Nomokanone (Synagoga L titulorum), (in: ММЕН IV, p. 262/1 
(Synagoge I): inogo predéla; asiiskago predéla; tais hyperoriois ekklésiais; tés Asianés dioikéseós. 

1% Nomokanonb (Index L titulorum), (in:) ММЕН IV, р. 2461, III (Synagogé II, Ш): jako nedostoite 
im» predéla; kromě predéla svojego; hyperoria. 
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from crossing the "border" of his diocese and performing any consecration outside of it 

without invitation, but also from occupying the territory of any other ecclesiastical dis- 

trict. The term v» oblasti corresponded to the Greek té paroikia and also meant “in the 

parish"; the OCS term strany (Greek tais chórais) meant “regions” or "in the re- 

gions" AN also spoke about the bishops “of each nation" (kogozdo jazyka; hekastu 

ethnüs);”' the OCS term jazyk was used, as in non-legal manuscripts, for “nation” and 
"ethnic group". 

A bishop was not allowed to leave his “place” and “town” (mésto i grade), which 

the Synagogé expressed with only polis (tén heautu polin), hence the Greek term for 

“place” was not in this case in the source of N7. In the Slavonic N this evidently in- 
volved a synonym, and only MSR 432 has polin kai thronon™, from which it can be 
concluded that the OCS term mésto did not correspond in this case to the Greek topos, 
but designated the Episcopal See/throne (thronos), or bishop's seat. A deposed bishop 
could move to and live in another town (ve inéchv gradéchv) and no other bishop was 
to be consecrated immediately in his "place" (mesto), so that the deposed bishop had 
the opportunity to defend himself through the courts” 

A cleric was not allowed to go away (choditi; apodémein) Or to be received in other 
towns (vo druzéchw gradéch»; en hetera polei)” without the permission of the bishop. 
Apart from apodémein, there was another Greek equivalent, hodeuein'$, for the OCS 
verb choditi ("travel"). A bishop, like a cleric, Was not allowed to go “from town to 
town" (ot grada vb gradv; apo póleos eis polin)” and “in towns and villages" (vo 
gradćche i vo vsech», eis tais poleis kai chóras)? which were not under his authority; 
i.e. which were „beyond the border of his diocese, he was not allowed to consecrate a 
priest ог to go” to any of these places (ve méstéchw; eis ібриѕ)?. If a bishop conse- 
crated anybody without the permission of, the person to whom the “town or place” 
(grad» ili města ta; tas poleis ё tas chóras)" was subject, he was to forfeit his bishop- 
ric and his consecration was invalidated. 

The term “town” (in Czech “mésto”) corresponds to the OCS grad», while the OCS 
mésto meant not only a specific "place", corresponding in most cases to the Greek to- 
pos, but also the more extensive "territory", designated in the Greek source as chöra. 


20 Nomokanonv (Synagoga L titulorum), (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 264/II (Synagogé II). 

1 Nomokanonv (Synagoga L titulorum), (in:) MMFH IV, p. 264/II (Synagogé II). 

22 Nomokanonv (Index L titulorum), (in:) MMFH IV, p. 249/XII (Synagogé XII: ne ostavleti mésta svo- 
jego i grada; ot grada v» grad»; ten heautón polin; apo poleós metabainein eis polin. 

? Moscow synodal manuscript 432, see MMFH IV, p. 249, note 5. 

# Nomokanonv (Index L titulorum), (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 251/XVI (Synagoge XVI): ne braniti imo vo 
inechv gradechv Ziti; en allais diagein polesi mé kólyesthai. 

? Nomokanon (Index L titulorum), (in:) MMFH IV, p. 252/XX (Synagogé XX). 

? Nomokanon» (Synagoga L titulorum), (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 293/XX (Synagoge XX). 

?' Мотокапопь (Synagoga L titulorum), (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 279/XII (Synagoge XII). 

* Nomokanon» (Synagoga L titulorum), (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 265/III (Synagoge Ш). 


” Nomokanon» (Synagoga L titulorum), (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 266/11 (Synagoge Ш) or e.g. IDEM, p. 
293/XX (Synagogé XX): na svoja mésta; tus idińs topüs. 


? Мотокапопъ (Synagoga L titulorum), (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 266/III (Synagoge III): v» сјиѓеть grade 
choditi ni vo město; mé epibainein allotria polei...chóra. 


?! Nomokanonv (Synagoga L titulorum), (in:) MMFH IV, p. 266/III (Synagogé III). 
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This term also referred to "country" and "region" and it was also translated into OCS 
as strana (vb stranach»; kata chóran)”, As can be seen from the above examples, the 
translator from Greek into OCS used the OCS equivalent mesto for the Greek term to- 
pos, while chóra was translated as both OCS mesto and strana. Monks "from any town 
and region" (vb vsąkomb grade i straně; tus de kath hekasten polin kai chóran) were 
obliged to submit to the bishops and to stay “in the places" (ve nicheze mestechb; en 
hois topois)” , Where they were shorn. On one occasion, N used the term mésto, not for 
“place” as in the above examples, but for "town", as we find the term polis” in the 
Greek original, which should normally correspond adequately to the OCS grade, as in 
other cases. 

N also used the OCS term for “homeland” (оѓьёьѕѓуо; patris)”, which was lost by 
some clerics. Like its Greek source, the Slavonic N also reflected the concepts of “for- 
eign/other's" (stranbne, CjuZv,; xenos, allotrios) and “own”, “domestic” (svoj; idios)”. 

While the ZSL and N Moravian Codes of Law were written on the basis of Byzan- 
tine sources and their authors are known, the ecclesiastical legal manuscript called the 
Penitential Zapovédi svetyich® оќьсь (hereinafter ZSO)”” was written by an unknown 
author and was compiled from a Latin source”. The terminology under review does 
not occur in ZSO” with the exception of the term denoting homeland, fatherland 
(otecostvo). This OCS term corresponded to the Latin patria”. 

Another important 9th century legal manuscript of Latin origin is Responsa Nicolai 
papae I. ad consulta Bulgarorum (hereinafter Responsa) written in 866"! for the Bul- 
garian milieu. The Responsa are the answers made by the Papal curia of Pope Nicholas 
I to the questions of the Bulgarian monarch Boris I regarding his baptism, the Christi- 
anization of Bulgaria and its inclusion among the states of the Christian Oecumene 
(pax christiana). The text of the document reminded the Bulgarians of the basic rights 
and obligations of a Christian. 


3? Nomokanon» (Synagoga L titulorum), (in:) ММЕН IV, р. 324/XXXVII (Synagoge XXXVII). 
3 Nomokanon» (Synagoga L titulorum), (in:) ММЕН IV, р. 313/XXXIII (Synagoge XXXIII). 


* Nomokanonv (Synagoga L titulorum), (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 358/XLIX (Synagogé XLIX): ve svoiche 
méstéchv; tais heautón polesi. 


3 Мотокапопъ (Synagoga L titulorum), (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 291/XIX (Synagogé XIX): pogubiśa svoja 
otbcbstva; hoitines apolesantes tas idias patridas. 


36 E.g. Мотокапопь (Synagoga L titulorum), (in:) ММЕН IV, pp. 292-293/XX (Synagoge XX): ot 
stranonychv jepiskopv, ѕіғапьпутъ klirikom®; tón xenón episkopón, xenüs klerikus; na svoja města, tus 
idiüs topus. 

3! Zapovedi svetyichv ось, (in:) ММЕН IV, pp. 137-146. OCS text according to Euchologium Sinaiti- 
cum, starocerkvenoslovanski glagolski spomenik I-II, ed. R. NAHTIGAL, Ljubljana 1941-1942. 


38 The Slavonic text of ће ZSO is comparable to the mid-9th century Latin Merseburg Penitential, 
which is preserved in Codex No. 103 of the Merseburg Cathedral Library (F.W.H. WASSERSCHLEBEN, Die 
Bußordnungen der abendländischen Kirche, Halle 1851; H.J. SCHMITZ, Die Bufibücher und das kanonische 
Buf verfahren II, Düsseldorf 1898). For details see ММЕН IV, рр. 137-138. 


9 Zapovédi svetyich® otecb, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 138, 1: ve svoe otbćestvo (Mers. 1). 


40 See Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae — Slovnik jazyka staroslovénského (hereinafter SJS) II, ed. 
J. KURZ et al., Praha 1973, p. 626. 


*! Quoted from Responsa Nicolai papae I ad consulta Bulgarorum, (in:) MMFH IV, pp. 38-107. 
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Like ZSO, the Responsa used the Latin term patria to denote "land" and “home- 
land". According to their recommendations, a person who posed as a priest without 
authorization and baptised others was to be exiled “from the land”. A free person 
could also flee “from his land” (de patria sua)”; saints could likewise go de patria sua 
and live in another land“, Apart from using the Latin patria to refer to "land", the Re- 
sponsa also used terra, although i in this case it only occurred i in a biblical quotation”. 

As the Responsa demonstrates, guarded borders (termini) ó existed in 9" century 
Bulgaria. “At the border" or “near the border" (iuxta terminos), which separated the 
Bulgarian land, designated in the source as patria vestra’’, from other lands ([patria] 
aliorum), there were "border guards" (custodes); if anybody escaped in spite of their 
supervision (per eandem custodiam), the guards were immediately put to death. The 
Responsa used patria for any land apart from “the land of the Bulgars" and “the land of 
the Greeks”, і.е. the Byzantines””, A distinction is also made between ‘ own land" (pa- 
tria sua; terra sua) and "foreign land" (patria vestra; [patria] aliorum)". 

The entire Earth, „the "circle of lands", had the Latin name "orbis terrarum” in the 
Responsa; mundus" denoted “world” and locus denoted an individual *place" or 

“places”, or “land””*. For “home”, “house” the Latin proprium, propria” was used. 
While OCS used jazyk (N) for “nation”, Greek used ethnos „(Synagogć), and the Latin 
Responsa used both gens”° and generatio’. The term gens” originally denoted “line- 


„51 





4 Responsa, (т:) ММЕН IV, p. S8/XVI: ad poenam illi repulsio a patria vestra. 

4 Responsa, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 63/XX: qui de patria sua fuga lapsus fuerit. 

* Responsa, (in:) MMFH IV, p. 63/XX: de patria sua exisse et in alia...fuisse. 

? Responsa, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 63/XX: ...exi de terra sua... (Gn 12,1). 

*° Responsa, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 64/XXV. 

K Responsa, (in?) ММЕН IV, p. 64/XXV: consuetudinis esse patriae vestrae perhibetis semper custo- 
des inter patriam vestram et aliorum iuxta terminos invigilare, p. 70/XL: consuetudinem patriae vestrae 
perhibetis inesse, p. 92/LXXV: episcopi nostri, quos in patriam vestram missimus, p. 104/CIV: in patria 
dai pp. 105, 106/CVI: in patriam vestram. 

*5 Responsa, (in!) MMFH IV, р. 64/XXV: Consuetudinis esse patriae vestrae perhibetis semper custo 
des inter patriam vestram et aliorum iuxta terminos invigilare; et si servus aut liber per eandem custodiayh 
quocumque modo fugerit, sine omni intermissione custodes pro eo interimuntur. 

Ы Responsa, (in:) ММЕН IV, р. 100/ХСІУ: Graecos dicere perhibetis, quod in illorum patria chrisma 
oriatur. 

i Responsa, (in:) MMFH IV, p. 58/XVI: a patria vestra; ibidem, p. 64/XXV: [patria] aliorum; ibidem, 
p. 63/XX: de patria sua; de terra sua (Gn 12,1). 

>! Responsa, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 62/XVIII. 

1 Responsa, (in:) ММЕН IV, р. 100/XCIV: per totum mundum. 

* Responsa, (in) MMFH IV, p. 100/XCII: in alio loco, p. 102/XCIX: ad eadem sacra loca, 
p. 106/CVI: de diversis locis. 

+ Responsa, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 105/CVI: id est Graeci, Armeni et ex ceteris locis. 

% Responsa, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 102/C: ad propria sit; ad propria reportandus est. 

56 Responsa, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 91/LXXII: episcopos gentium singularum, p. 94/LXXX: quaecumque 
gens; nisi gentis, p. 96/LXXXIV: cum gentes, p. 97/LXXXVI and p. 106/CVI: doctor gentium, p. 105/CVI: 
vobis, quemadmodum ceteris gentibus. 

d Responsa, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 94/LXXX: cum generatione, p. 94/JLXXXI: cum generatione. 


38 See Slovnik středověké latiny v českých zemích — Latinitatis medii aevi lexicon bohemorum, 13, Praha 
1991, pp. 837-838. 
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age", but then in the Middle Ages it also came to be used in the sense of "nation", 
"tribe" or “people” and adequately translated the Latin terms natio and populus. In 
classical Latin, the term generatio originally meant "generation", but in Medieval Latin 
it came to also denote “nation”, like the above Latin terms populus, natio and gens”. 

In the context of an account of escape or departure from the homeland, or of human 
freedom and bondage; we need. to refer to such Latin terms as "free person" (homo 
liber or liber homo; liber esse? n, “exile” (exulus)™ or "foreign person", “foreigner” 
(extraneus®, alienigenus 9^). This issue also involves the Latin verbs and nouns denot- 
ing departure or escape from the land (exire, egredior, fugere, fuga lapsus esse/fuerit, 

exitus);® likewise fugam arripere®*, $ confugere? and so forth. 

People, nations and lands have always been brought together by roads, which in the 
Middle Ages were both land and water routes. All movements of people, goods and 
money flowed along them both in times of peace and war. The Latin term via was used 
to designate a “road” both in the physical sense and i in the spiritual sense, as is shown 
in the Responsa by the use of a biblical quotation, Roads and travel are also associ- 
ated with а term designating a worldly or an ecclesiastical "messenger" and “епуоу” 
(legatus)? and more remotely, the terms “friend” (amicus) and “enemy” (hostis, in- 
imicus) 

Of the Latin legal manuscripts of “Western European" origin, associated with the 
Slavonic world and particularly with the Great Moravian Empire, mention should be 
made of the Customs Ordinance of Raffelstetten — Inquisitio de theloneis (hereinafter 
Inquisitio). Although in contrast to previously mentioned manuscripts, the Inquisitio 
is from the early 10" century, it still has much in common with the legal manuscripts of 
the 9" century, as it records the same historical reality and i in terminological, chrono- 
logical and territorial terms it is in the same "blood group" as they are. The customs 
regulations i in Inquisitio governed the Bavarians who traded for the most part along the 
Danube", which they sailed down to the lands of the Slavs, ' ‘travelling to eastern 


> Slovnik středověké latiny 13, pp. 832-833. 

© Responsa, (in:) MMFH IV, р. 63/XX, р. 97/LXXXVI. 

°' Responsa, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 63/XX. 

52 Responsa, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 63/XX. 

63 Responsa, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 61/XVIII, p. 13/CI. 

** Responsa, (in:) ММЕН IV, р. 95/LXXXII: cum alienigenis. 


© Responsa, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 63/XX; other terms, e.g. p. 64/XXV (fugere), p. 100/XCV (ad eccle- 
siam fugiunt, ad ecclesiam fugerit, ad asylum templum... fugientes). 


% Responsa, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 64/XXII. 
6 Responsa, (in:) ММЕН IV, р. 64/XXIV. 
68 Responsa, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 60/XVII: ...et non, ut convertatur a viis suis...(Ez 18,23). 


© Responsa, (т:) ММЕН IV, р. 9/LXXII: priusquam legati nostri, quos vobiscum mittimus, reversi 
fuerint. 


Responsa, (in:) MMFH IV, p. 92/LXXIV. 
7! Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) ММЕН IV, pp. 114-119. 


” As well as trading caravans, there were also missionaries and army divisions on military campaigns, 
and not only Bavarians. 
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lands", The term “eastern lands” (partes orientales) applied to not only the Ostmark 
itself (marchia orientalis), but ps the Carinthia and Pannonia region, comprising 
three counties (tres comitatus)". On journeys "to these parts" (in illis partibus), ” un- 
just duties and an unauthorized toll” were allegedly imposed on Bavarian merchants, 
who thus demanded an investigation into the case , i.e. an examination of customs 
rights and the extent of duties imposed. A specific ' ‘place” (locality) was designated by 
the term locus. Duties were imposed on merchants at places designated for this purpose 
(loca thelonio)”® and ships which sailed down the Danube were not permitted to stop at 
any (other) place (in nullo loco)". 

As the text clearly indicates, customs duties were imposed not only on Bavarian 
merchants, but also on Slav and Jewish traders (mercatores), evidently as well as other 
merchants from the Near and Middle East (Armenians, Khazars, Arabs and others)? 
who came to Bavarian parts® | “from this or other lands” (de ista patria vel de aliis pa- 
triis)®?, 

Apart from eastern lands, the Inquisitio also mentioned “western lands" (partes 
оссійепіаіеѕ), from whence merchant ships sailed, when they left the Passau forest 
(egresse sint silvam Patavicamy ^ and wanted to stop in Rosdorf (ad Rosdorf) or sail on 
to Linz (si inferius ire voluerint ad Lintzam) or stop elsewhere and trade in the area up 
to the Bohemian Forest (usque ad silvam Boemicam)”, had to pay variously graded 
customs duties. In addition to the term pars, Inquisitio also used the terms regio and 
patria® to designate a particular area, land or homeland. As the subsequent text indi- 
cates, this case involved the designation of Traungau, which was settled by Bavarians 


k Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) MMFH IV, p. 114: in orientalem partes iter habebant. 


^ Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) MMFH IV, p. 114, note 2, p. 115 (in hiis tribus comitatibus) and pp. 
115-116, note 9 (tres comitatus: the first county of Traungau, the second county between the Ens and the 
Viennese Forest and the third county to its south-east in Pannonia). 


© Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 114. 
i Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) MMFH IV, p. 114: dicentes se iniusto theloneo et inique muta constrictos. 


i Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) MMFH IV, p. 115: investigaret ad iura thelonica modumque thelonii ex- 
ploraret. 


i Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) MMFH IV, p. 116: loca thelonio et modum thelonei. 
= Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) MMFH IV, pp. 118-119, VII. 


= Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) MMFH IV, p. 117, II (Bawari), p. 117, IV (Bawari vel Sclavi), pp. 117- 
118, V (Bawari), р. 118, VI (Sclavi; Bawari vero vel Sclavi) and р. 119, IX: mercatores, id est ludei et 
ceteri mercatores. 


; Possibly on the market of Moravians — ad mercatum Marahorum (Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) 
MMFH IV, p. 119, VII). 


A Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) MMFH IV, p. 119, IX. 
> Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) MMFH IV, p. 116, I. 
# The Passau Forest (silva Patavica) extended from Passau to Ischachbach. 


55 The Bohemian Forest (silva Boemica) or Nordwald started at the River Kremże (Krems) and River 
Chuba (Kamp) and merged into the Bavarian Forest to the west. It basically corresponded to the Austrian 
Granite Plateau. (Österreichisches Granit-Plateau). 


ix Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) MMFH IV, p. 117, IV: si autem Bawari vel Sclavi istius patrie ipsam re- 
gionem intraverint. 
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and Slavs and where merchants, if they wished to miss a certain market place, had to 
cross in the middle of a road (per mediam plateam). “Road” here clearly meant an old 
Roman public road (Ша publica strata) along the southern bank of the Danube and is 
echoed in the name of the locality called Ybbs, which lay on the river of the same 
name in 83788. The same road was clearly involved in the next article of the Inquisitio 
customs regulations, stating that traders with salt wagons crossed the River Enns on the 
right 1 road (per stratam legittimam), which clearly formed a certain customs border for 
them”. L. Niederle?? believed that the term strata legittima referred to the main road. 
A payment did have to be made for use of such primary transport routes, of which there 
were few in the early Middle Ages and for which in the given text the Latin terms pla- 
tea and strata were used, but they were relatively safe to travel on, the main market 
places concentrated on or around them and that is where medieval towns grew up. 
Other nouns used in Latin to designate a road include the term via (see Responsa 
above) and via publica. The Latin terms via and platea corresponded to the Greek 
hodos and plateia, Latin strata to the Greek term stroté and in OCS texts the term 
pote’, which does not appear, however, in the Slavonic legal manuscripts under re- 
view. 

An area, region or land could also be expressed indirectly in the text with a preposi- 
tional phrase without the above nouns, as is Shown, for example, by the expressions de 
Воетапіз?? ‚ postquam silvam [Boemicam 1”, ad Eperaespurch ", ad Mutarun” 

Inquisitio also distinguished between the terms "own" and “foreign/others”” as is 
documented, for example, by the expression “to his own house” (ad propriam domum 
suam)”. And various terms were used for movement along land and water routes, com- 
ing and going, wandering, travelling, sailing, landing, transporting and so forth 
(egredior, ire, exire, transire, venire, intravenire, pervenire, iter habere, sedere, 
transmittere). 

The geographical-administrative terms under review also occur in other Latin legal 
manuscripts that have a marginal connection with the Great Moravian environment. 
Such Latin terms occur as pars, partes (partibus Sclavorum et Avarorum a partibus 


*' Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 117, IV: si autem Bawari vel Sclavi istius patrie ipsam re- 
gionem intraverint. Also see ibidem note 22. 


*5 Cf. Document No. 16 dated 28" September 837 in Ohoberg, (in:) MMFH III. Diplomata, epistolae, 
textus historici varii, ed. L. HAVLÍK, Brno 1969, p. 36. 


e Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) MMFH IV, pp. 117-118, V: per stratam legittimam Anesim fluvium tran- 
seunt and notes 22 and 23. 


? L, NIEDERLE, Zivot starych Slovanů III/2, Praha 1925, p. 407. 


?! Slovnik Jazyka staroslovénského — Lexicon linguae paleoslovenicae, ed. J. KURZ et al., Praha 1966-..., 
III, pp. 535-536. 


4 Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) ММЕН IV, р. 118, VI. 

?! Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 118, VII. 

a Evidently modern-day Stein. See Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) MMFH IV, p. 119, VII and note 35. 
? Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 119, VIL. 

% Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 117, П. 

?' Inquisitio de theloneis, (т:) ММЕН IV, pp. 114, 116, 117, 118, 119. 
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бахо5; partibus Hispaniae sive Avariae а partibus Веһеіт??, qui ab orientali parte 
Baioariae sunt! patria (circa Surabis patria), locus (loca inferius denominata) ^, 
pagus (in pago Nortgaoe)' and fines'”. Apart from the traditional designation of geo- 
graphical territorial units such as pars and the like, the delimitation of the extent of a 
specific territory and of a "state" unit also involved the use in Latin sources of the 
designation of localities, local boundary forests and border rivers, often defined with a 
specifying expression in the sense of “reach to" or “up to" (ad) and in particular, 
prefaced by the prepositions ad, usque ad, in, circa and postquam. In Latin sources of 
"Western European" legal origin, use was also frequently made of terms to designate 
organizational units, such as “town” (in civitate Magontia) 6, “metropolis” (metropoli 
Germaniae) or *village, settlement" (villa) 99 and in a geographical-organizational 
political sense, also terms such as "empire" (imperium)! A "kingdom" (regnum), 
“mark” (marka or marca)!!! and "county" (comitatus) ^. Medieval Latin legal manu- 
scripts, as has already been shown in the case of the Responsa, also reflected the ques- 
tion of the personal freedom or lack of freedom of a person (exile from the land), 
which is illustrated, for example, in the concept exilium). However, these terms do 
not relate to the main point of the issue under examination, and so they have not been 
studied in any detail. 


Summary 


The OCS term zemlja''* denoted not only Earth as a cosmic body or as dry land, 
but also as soil, land, territory, homeland and so forth and it corresponded to its Greek 
equivalents gé, oikumené, chóra, patris, topos, eparchia, edafos, arára, chersos and the 
Latin terms terra, tellus, regio, provincia, patria, territorium, solum, pavimentum and 





?5 Capitulare missorum, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 23. 

? Capitula de causis diversis, (in:) ММЕН IV, р. 25. 

"©. Divisio imperii, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 32. 

2x Capitula de causis diversis, (in) ММЕН IV, p. 25. 

0? Divisio imperii, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 32. 

0% Divisio imperii, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 32. 

1% Decreta synodi Moguntiensis, Canon Hludowici regis, (in:) MMFH IV, p. 34: ad extremos fines 
regni. 

13 Capitulare missorum, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 23. 

°° Decreta synodi Moguntiensis, Canon Hludowici regis, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 34. 

107 Decreta synodi Moguntiensis, Canon Hludowici regis, (in:) MMFH IV, p. 34. 

108 Divisio imperii, (in:) MMFH IV, p. 32: duas villas dominicales. 

'? Divisio imperii, (in:) ММЕН IV, p. 31: totius imperii nostri. 

"0 Decreta synodi Moguntiensis, Canon Hludowici regis, (in) ММЕН IV, p. 34: ad extremos fines 
regni. 

!!! Divisio imperii, (in:) MMFH IV, р. 32: markam Tolossanam totam.... 

12 Divisio imperii, (in:) MMFH IV, p. 32: comitatos quatuor; Inquisitio de theloneis, (in:) MMFH IV, 
p. 115: in comitatu Arbonis; in hiis tribus comitatibus. 


! Decreta synodi Moguntiensis, Canon Hludowici regis, (in?) ММЕН IV, p. 35: iussu regis in exilium 
missus (this related to the escape of Albgis, who had abducted somebody's wife to Moravia, where the 
power of the East Frank monarch Ludwig the German did not extend). 


114 Slovnik Jazyka staroslovénského, 1, pp. 670-671. 
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imum. In the legal manuscripts under review, the OCS term zemlja (ZSL) was in corre- 
lation with the Greek terms chóra (in ZSL-Ec as exoria), topos (ZSL-Ec), eparchia 
(ZSL-Ec) and the Latin terms terra (Responsa — which also has the terms orbis terra- 
rum, mundus), regio (Inquisitio) and patria (= land, Responsa, Inquisitio). In correla- 
tion with the OCS term zemlja there was also the OCS term otbébstvo (N-Syn, ZSO), 
which like the term zemlja also meant homeland, home and fatherland and was the 
equivalent of the Greek patris (N-Syn) and Latin patria (= homeland, Responsa) or 
where applicable, regio''”. In early medieval legal texts, the Latin terms pars, partes 
(Capitulare, Capitula de causis, Divisio, Inquisitio) and pagus (Divisio) also occur in 
the sense of land, country (countries), as well as terms designating temporal adminis- 
trative units such as Latin imperium (Divisio), regnum (Decreta synodi), comitatus (In- 
quisitio, Divisio imperii), marca (Divisio); however, not all of these applied to the Slav 
environment. In the manuscripts under review, ecclesiastical administrative units such 
as the Greek eparchia and paroikia corresponded more to the OCS term oblasto (see 
below). 

The OCS term oblasty''® designated both power and government (OCS mośćb, 
vlastv, Greek ехойяа; Latin potestas) for a district, region or territory. In connection 
with the issue under review, we were interested in the second meaning of the word and 
in this case the OCS ob/aste (N) corresponded to the Greek chóra, perichóros and 
Latin regio and regnum. In the Slavonic legal documents under review, the term 
oblaste was used to designate various ecclesiastical districts: Greek eparchia (N-Syn) 
or Greek paroikia (N-Syn), in one case it also corresponded to the Greek term polis 
(N-Syn). 

The OCS term mésto''’, which usually meant a place or a space, was the equivalent 
of the Greek topos, chóra, chöros, chórion and Latin locus, spatium. In the texts under 
review, the OCS term mesto (N) usually corresponded to the Greek terms topos (N- 
Syn), chöra (N-Syn) and the Latin term locus (Responsa, Inquisitio). In ZSL, mésto 
pusto would correspond to the Latin term locus desertus, desertum and the Greek terms 
topos eremos, eremia (en eremia), which, however, does not appear in the Greek 
source of the ZSL, the Eclogue, the entire section containing this term being an addi- 
tion by the Slav author. In the Slav N, the term mésto in some cases was also an 
equivalent of the Greek term polis or métropolis, which otherwise was normally trans- 
lated into OCS as grad» (see below). Moreover, the collocation vb уьѕёслъ mestechd 
corresponded to the adverbial of place "everywhere", (Latin ubique), and the colloca- 
tion ve druzechv méstéchv to the expression "elsewhere" (Latin alibi, alias). 

The OCS term predćlv (prédélv) 5 in the text designated a border and a limit, cor- 
responding to Greek horion, dioria, horos horothesia and Latin finis, terminus, as well 
as to territory, part, region, like the Greek ta horia, ta klimata, perichóros, enoria and 
Latin fines, termini. His second usage of the OCS term was more frequent. In the legal 
works under review, ће OCS term predelv (N) designated a particular ecclesiastical 


"3 Slovnik jazyka staroslověnského, II, p. 626. 

"6 Slovnik jazyka staroslověnského, ЇЇ, pp. 472-473. 
H? Slovník jazyka staroslovénského, II, pp. 260-262. 
"8 Slovnik jazyka staroslověnského, Ul, pp. 435-436. 
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administrative unit, a diocese (lat. dioecesis), and corresponded to the Greek terms 
dioikésis (N-Syn), enoria (N-Syn) and hyperoria (N-Syn), and it also referred to a real 
guarded border, in Latin termed termini (Responsa), or remote parts — Latin fines (De- 
creta synodi). 

The OCS term grad»! ® which meant a fortified place, castle or town, corresponded 
to the Greek polis, or less frequently métropolis, kómé, and the Latin expressions civi- 
tas, urbs and rarely castellum. In the documents under review, gradv (ZSL, N) was 
most frequently an equivalent of the Greek term polis (ZSL-Ec, N-Syn) and the Latin 
civitas (Decreta synodi) or urbs (the term Urbs in the West was also an equivalent for 
Rome, just as in the East in Byzantium, the Greek Polis was used for Constantinople). 
The Greek term for a city or a capital was métropolis, which corresponded to the Latin 
term metropolis (Decreta synodi). In one case, ће OCS term grad» was an equivalent 
of the Greek politeia (ZSL-Ec). 


Table 
of territorial-legal terms from the 9" century legal manuscripts under review 


zd NN 


district, region oblast eparchia paroikia 
rel. polis 
place mésto topos locus 
mésto pusto topos eremos 
border, limit ^ |predéle (prédéle) ^ |dioikésis hyperoria 
enoria 


















city grado polis civitas 
capital métropolis metropolis 


Translated by Helvyn Clarke 






U? Slovnik jazyka staroslověnského, I, pp. 430-431. 
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EINIGE BEMERKUNGEN ZUR NOTITIA EPISCOPATUUM 
DES CODEX PARISINUS 1555A 


Die Notitia Codicis Parisini 1555A, von Carl De Boor im Jahre 1891 herausgege- 
ben!, nimmt unter den Verzeichnissen byzantinischer Bistümer eine besondere Stellung 
ein. Obgleich sie nicht die umfangreichste ist, enthált sie dennoch im Vergleich zu an- 
deren Quellen dieser Art die größte Zahl unbekannter Bistümer. Für die Forscher der 
byzantinischen Kirchengeschichte ist sie unter vielen Aspekten rätselhaft und wird für 
wenig zuverlässig, ja für gefälscht, gehalten”. Realistisch scheint jedoch die Meinung 
eines erfahrenen Kenners dieser Quellen: Jean Darrouzés, der ihr den Quellenwert 
nicht ganz abspricht, doch ihre Benützer zu einer kritischen Stellungnahme ermuntert 
und schließlich betont: „И serait contraire à la composition du texte de la (sc. notice) 
traiter comme une piéce d'archives" > 

Was berechtigt die scharfe Kritik? Die Zahl der Fehler verschiedener Art wie Ver- 
schreibungen, Versetzungen der Reihenfolge der Bistiimer und weitere diverse Unge- 
reimtheiten sind auch in anderen Notitiae nicht selten, wenngleich sie hier besonders 
oft vorkommen. Auffallender erscheinen größere oder kleinere Dubletten, welche ein- 
zelne Bistümer oder ganze Kirchenprovinzen zweimal auftreten lassen. Bedenklicher 
scheint auch, die oben erwähnte, ungewöhnlich große Zahl der Bistümer in einigen 
Kirchenprovinzen, die sonst nirgends bezeugt wird. Diese Eigentümlichkeiten der No- 
titia beziehen sich überwiegend auf die europäischen Provinzen, während die asiati- 


! J. DARROUZES, Notitiae episcopatuum ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae, Paris 1981, S. 230-245 (Noti- 
tia Cod. Paris. 1555A = Not. Ш); C. DE BOOR, Nachträge zu den Notitiae Episcopatuum, ЇЇ, Zeitschrift für 
Kirchengeschichte 12 (1891), S. 519-534; cf. S. EUSTRATIADES, To archaioteron taktikon tes Ekklesias 
Konstantinopoleos, Nea Sion 21 (1931), S. 561-569, 577-600; G.I. KONIDARES, Hai metropoleis kai hai 
archiepiskai tou oikumenikou patriarcheiou kai he taxis auton [Texte und Forschungen zur byzantinisch- 
neugriechischen Philologie, 13], Athènes 1934, рр. 89-103; V. TÀPKOVA-ZAIMOVA, Eparchijski spisàci, 
(in:) Gràcki izvori za bàlgarskata istorija, Bd. 3, Sofia 1960, S. 189-196. 


? G.I. KONIDARES, Die neue in parallelen Tabellenausgabe der Not. Episcopatuum, und die Echtheit 
der Not. D. Cod. Paris 1555 A, (in:) Festschrift A. Orlandos, Athen 1964, S. 247-8. 


* DARROUZES, Notitiae episcopatuum, S. 33. 
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schen Sprengel überzeugender dargestellt werden“. Daher werde ich mich in den weite- 
ren Ausführungen auf den europäischen Teil des Verzeichnisses beschränken. 

Das Heterogene der Notitia, das sich durch Dubletten und widersprüchliche Nach- 
richten charakterisiert, verhindert es, von ihr ausgehend ein geschlossenes und zuver- 
lässiges Gesamtbild der byzantinischen Kirchenadministration zu rekonstruieren, das 
sich einem bestimmten Zeitpunkt der byzantinischen Geschichte zuordnen ließe. Die 
Inkohärenz dieser Bischofsliste scheint mir eine Konsequenz der kompilatorischen Ar- 
beitsweise des Verfassers, der wahrscheinlich den Text um zusätzliche Nachrichten 
erweiterte”. Wahrscheinlich bemühte er sich eine möglicherweise reichhaltige Materi- 
alsammlung zu schaffen, ohne sich um die Übereinstimmung der einzelnen Angaben in 
verschiedenen Teilen der Notitia zu kümmern. Auf diese Weise ist eine quasi private, 
d.h. nicht offizielle Materialsammlung entstanden°; ein Dossier, das wahrscheinlich zur 
Klärung kirchenrechtlicher Fragen einzelner Bistümer oder Kirchenprovinzen als 
Hilfsmittel gebraucht werden konnte. Die Bestimmung der Umstände unter welchen so 
ein Text kompiliert und verwendet werden konnte, hängt vor allem von seiner Zeitbe- 
stimmung ab. 

Die ursprüngliche Datierung der Quelle, die in ihrer alten Bezeichnung ,,Ikono- 
klastische Notita“’ Ausdruck findet, beruhte auf der Annahme, dass die Notitia die 
Trennung des Illyricums und der anderen westlichen Kirchenprovinzen von Rom im 8. 
Jh. als Bestrafung für die negative Einstellung des Papsttums zum Ikonoklasmus? ver- 
anschaulichen sollte. Daher wurde als Entstehungsdatum eben dieses Jahrhundert — 
wahrscheinlich unter der Regierung Konstantin V. — vorgeschlagen”. Diese Hypothese, 
welche einen offiziellen Charakter der Liste voraussetzt, ist aber schwerlich mit ihrem 
Charakter als inoffizielles Dossier vereinbar. Jean Darrouzés, der letzte Herausgeber, 
machte sich für eine spätere Datierung stark, nämlich in der 2. Hälfte des 9. Jh., genau- 
er nach dem II. Nicaenischem Konzil (787). Seine These beruht auf einer Vergleichs- 
analyse der ganzen Gruppe der sog. „archaischen“ (d.h. der früheren) Notitiae. Im 
Rahmen dieser ziemlich breit angesetzten Zeitspanne plädierte der Forscher für eine 
spätere Entstehungszeit — freilich ohne ein genaueres Datum (selbst hypothetisch) zu 
bestimmen. Chronologische Hinweise, die er aber in dieser Hinsicht erwähnt, gruppie- 


* Die Neuerungen im kleinasiatischen Teil verdienen es gesondert behandelt zu werden (z.B. Isaurien). 
? Darüber siehe unten, am Schluss des Aufsatzes. 


* H.-G. BECK, Kirche und theologische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich, München 1959, S. 150; cf. 
DARROUZES, Notitiae episcopatuum, S. 31: „...du point de vue critique, la notice 3, qui recourt à tous les 
procédés de la compilation à partir de sources disparates, n'est pas un document ecclésiastique officiel; ce 
n'est pas non plus un témoin très sûr des sources qu'elle a combinées“. 


7 BECK, |. с.; DARROUZES, op. cit., S. 21. 


* Regesten der Kaiserurkunden des oströmischen Reiches, hrsg. Е. DOLGER, Bd. I: 565-1024. $. 36, Nr. 
301 (са. 731); V. GRUMEL, L’annexion de l’Illyricum Oriental, de la Sicile et de la Calabre au Patriarcat 
de Constantinople, Recherches de Science Religieuse, 40 (1951/2), S. 191-200; S. TURLEJ, Konflikt iko- 
noklastyczny a problem jurysdykcji nad Illyricum, (in:) Prawostawie [Studia Religiologica, 29], Kraków 
1996, S. 33-37. 


? H. GELZER, Die kirchliche Geographie Griechenlands vor dem Slaweneinbruche, Zeitschrift für Wis- 
senschaftliche Theologie, 35, 1892, S. 433 (die Uneinhaltigkeit der Not. III erschwert aber die Datierung); 
DE BOOR, Nachtráge... III, 14 (1893), S. 583, 585/586; KONIDARES, Die neue in parallelen Tabellenaus- 
gabe, S. 241-252. 


90 


Einige Bemerkungen zur Notitia episcopatuum des Codex Parisinus 1555A 





ren sich um das Jahr 869/870 (das IV. Konzil von Konstantinopel). Er bedauert aber 
den Mangel an synodalen Listen zwischen 787-869, die in anderen Perioden eine chro- 
nologische Präzisierung erlauben würden'”. Jedenfalls schließt seine vorsichtig for- 
mulierte Hypothese eine Verbindung der Notitia III mit der Kirchenpolitik der ersten 
ikonoklastischen Periode aus’. 

Obgleich die vom französischen Forscher vorgeschlagene Datierung überzeugend 
scheint, ist sie nicht von allen Forschern akzeptiert worden. Vor 10 Jahren hat Eleonora 
Kountoura-Galaki zu beweisen versucht, dass die Notitia von De Boor im Rahmen der 
Vorbereitung der Subskriptionsliste der ikonoklastischen Synode von 754 entstanden 
wäre. Die gegen die Ikonenverehrung gerichteten Entschlüsse sollten durch die Teil- 
nahme einer zahlreichen Gruppe jener Bischöfe glaubwürdig gemacht werden, welche 
bis zu dieser Zeit der westlichen Kirche unterstanden. Eigentlich bedeutet diese Hypo- 
these eine Rückkehr zur älteren These, welche die Notitia mit den Änderungen der iko- 
noklastischen Politik verband”. Es scheint aber, dass man zu wenig über die Bischofs- 
versammlung in Hiereia weiß, um behaupten zu dürfen, dass eine Art Beglaubigung 
ihrer Entschlüsse auf diese Weise erzielt werden konnte bzw. dass man dazu eine be- 
sondere Notitia brauchte. Es ist fraglich, ob eine so große Zahl der früher dem Papst 
untergeordneten Bischöfe dabei anwesend sein konnte oder ob es überhaupt sinnvoll 
gewesen wäre, sie alle (neben dem Illyricum auch diejenigen aus Sizilien und Kalab- 
rien) zum Konzil einzuladen. Die Hypothese der griechischen Historikerin hingegen, 
wonach die Hauptquelle des Verzeichnisses in lateinischer Sprache (oder Schrift) ver- 
fasst worden wäre und aus dem päpstlichen Vikariat von Thessalonika stammen würde, 
verdient, meiner Meinung nach, Aufmerksamkeit — bildet aber keinen ausschlaggeben- 
den Beweis für die frühe Datierung. Die lateinischen Spuren in den Namensformen, 
z.B. dort wo p durch л ersetzt wird, sind überzeugend", doch die Herkunft eines Teils 
der Angaben aus den Archivbeständen des Vikariats entscheiden nicht über die Datie- 
rung zur Periode unmittelbar nach der Trennung der westbalkanischen Sprengel von 
Rom. Diese Bestände standen der byzantinischen Kirche nicht nur im 8. sondern auch 
im 9. Jh. zur Verfügung. Auch ein Jahrhundert spáter kónnte ein Verzeichnis der Bis- 
tümer, dessen Verfasser die Aktualisierung der Liste in den westlichen Gebieten an- 
strebte, die älteren Quellen berücksichtigen, die in Thessaloniki wahrscheinlich aufbe- 
wahrt wurden und wenigstens zum Teil in lateinischer Sprache und Schrift vorlagen. 

Die Zielsetzung der Notitia III, wenn sie nach der Mitte des 9. Jhs. entstanden wäre, 
sollte nicht aufgrund der Konflikte der ikonoklastischen Zeit, sondern anderer histori- 
scher Umstánde erklárt werden. Wichtig für die Datierung scheinen, meiner Meinung 
nach, diejenigen Bestandteile der Liste, welche auf ein besonderes Interesse des Ver- 
fassers oder Kompilators für bestimmte Gebiete hinweisen: vor allem die zusátzlichen 
Angaben, z.B. die erweiterte Zahl der Bistümer in einigen Provinzen und die Dubletten 


© DARROUZES, Notitiae episcopatuum, S. 28-33; KONIDARES, Die neue in parallelen Tabellenausgabe, 
S. 251-2. 


!! BECK, l. c. 


? E. KOUNTOURA-GALAKE, "Eikonoklastike" Notitia 3 kai to latiniko protypo tes, Symmeikta 10 
(1996), S. 45-73. 


5 KOUNTOURA-GALAKE, ор. cit., S. 47-53, 56-66. 
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der Kirchenprovinzen. Sie kommen in verschiedenen Regionen vor, z.B. in der ehema- 
ligen Kirchenprovinz Achaia, die unter zwei Metropolen geteilt wurde: Korinth und 
Athen". Diese Teilung kommt erst in den Quellen des 9. Jhs. teilweise vor und wird ab 
dem 10. Jh. beständig’. Es ist auch merkwürdig, dass die Notitia besonders viele Bis- 
tümer beiden Kirchenprovinzen zuschreibt: über 70 Sprengel hat es selbst in weitaus 
späteren Jahrhunderten dort nicht gegeben. Diese Zahl entspricht fast genau der An- 
gabe einer zivilen und nicht kirchlichen Städteliste aus dem 6.Jh., dem sog. Synekde- 
mos von Hierokles'’. Seine Angaben wurden von der älteren Forschung für ein Ver- 
zeichnis der Bistümer gehalten, was nicht berechtigt ist'°. Es sollte allerdings berück- 
sichtigt werden, dass angesichts der nicht immer ausreichenden Dokumentation der 
Geschichte der Bistümer, die Existenz einer Stadt in der Antike als Argument für die 
alte Tradition eines Bistums herangezogen werden konnte, was selbst in spáterer Zeit, 
umso mehr bei den Byzantinern also, eine Rolle spielen musste". Eine unmittelbare Ab- 
hánggkeit der Notitia vom Hierokles wird aber von der neueren Forschung abgelehnt”. 
Für die Stellungnahme des Verfassers der Notitia zur zeitgenössischen Kirchenhie- 
rarchie scheint mir die Behandlung der in den Jahren 805-806 gegründeten neuen Met- 
ropole von Patras bezeichnend^'. In unserem Verzeichnis der Suffragane wird diese 
Stadt nur als einfaches Bistum verzeichnet”. In einem anderen Teil der Notita hinge- 
gen taucht sie aber als Erzbistum auf, was selbstverständlich die Rangminderung nicht 
gänzlich aufhebt^. Offensichtlich ist die Widersprüchligkeit der Angaben über Patras 
ein Anzeichen für die ungeklärte Stellung im Rahmen der kirchlichen Hierarchie. Wie 





4 Not. Ш, S. 231, Nr. 52-53; S. 243-244, Nr. 687-726, 732-768. 


? Cf. V. LAURENT, L’érection de la métropole d'Athénes et le statut ecclésiastique de ’Шупсит au 
VIII siècle, REB 1 (1943), S. 58-72; vgl. KOUNTOURA-GALAKE, Op. cit., S. 66-69; E. POPESCU, Une liste 
des cités grecques datant du УГ siècle de notre ère, (in:) Actes du I Congrès International des Études Sud- 
Est Européennes, Athénes 1972, t. II., S. 328-32; P. YANNOPOULOS, Métropoles du peloonnese Mésobyzan- 
tin: un souvenir des invasions Avaro-Slaves, Byz. 63, 1993, S. 388-400; S. TURLEJ, The Chronicle of Mo- 
nemvasia. The Migration of the Slavs and Church Conflicts in the Byzantine Source from the Beginning of 
the 9" Century (Byzantina et Slavica Cracoviensia, 4], Cracow 2001, S. 92-103. 


'° Not. Ш, S. 243-245, Nr. 687-726, 732-768. 

17 Le Synekdèmos d'Hićrocles et l'opuscule géographique de Georges de Chypre, hrsg. E. HONIGMANN, 
Bruxelles 1939, S. 3-4, 16-18 (643,6 — 648,3); vgl. auch DARROUZES, Notitiae episcopatuum, S. 28-29. 

8 Vgl. Le Synekdèmos d'Hiéroclés, S. 2-3. 

? POPESCU, Une liste des cités grecques, S. 324-5; vgl. A.H.M. JONES, The Cities of the Eastern Ro- 
man Provinces, Oxford 1937, Appendix III: Hierocles and Georgius, S. 506-8. 


? E. Honigmann vermutet, dass der Verfasser der III nicht das Werk des Hierokles, sondern eine, mit 
ihm gemeinsame Quelle, benutzte (Le Synekdémos d'Hiéroclés, S. 3-5), ähnlich auch GELZER, op. cit., S. 
424; KONIDARES, Die neue in parallelen Tabellenausgabe, S. 251; JONES, The Cities of the Eastern Roman 
Provinces, S. 504-9; KOUNTOURA-GALAKE, op. cit., $. 52, 54, 69. Der Charakter dieser Quelle (Liste) ist 
nicht klar. 


2 Datierung von TURLEJ, The Chronicle of Monemvasia, S. 93. Vgl. DARROUZES, Notitiae episcopa- 
tuum, Notitia II, S. 217, 39. 


2 Not. Ш, S. 244, Nr. 752 (in der Kirchenprovinz Peloponnes mit Korinth an der Spitze). 


? Not. III, S. 232, Nr. 55 (als erstes unter den Erzbistümern). Der Rang eines autokephalen Erzbistums 
ist sonst für Patras von keiner anderen Quelle dieser Zeit bezeugt, vgl. TURLEJ, The Chronicle of Monemva- 
sia, S. 98. 
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S. Turlej überzeugend bewiesen hat, wurde die Gründung der Metropole von Patras als 
Resultat der Abschaffung der vermeintlichen Herrschaft der Avaren und Slawen auf 
dem Peloponnes gerechtfertigt, was nicht alle kirchliche Kreise für legitim hielten”. 
Der Verfassers der Notitia beläßt Patras grundsätzlich auf einer niedrigeren Stelle, was 
als Anzeichen seines Legalismus gedeutet werden kann. Gleichzeitig ráumt er zwar an 
einer Stelle dem kontroversen Bistum die Möglichkeit einer gemäßigten Steigerung 
seines Ranges ein und zwar als Erzbistum (nicht aber Metropole) was sich vielleicht als 
Kompromissbereitschaft interpretieren ließe. Ich würde aber dem Kompilator der Noti- 
tia nicht so viel Handlungsfreiheit zuschreiben, um diese Alternative als seine eigene 
Invention zu betrachten. Wahrscheinlicher scheint, dass er in zwei verschiedenen Quel- 
len die beiden Titel des Bischofs von Patras gefunden hat. Die ältere Version befand 
sich selbstverständlich in den alten Verzeichnissen, der höhere Titel in einer späteren 
Notitia, oder eher in irgendeinem Dokument der Kirchenbehörden, die für den Streit 
um Patras eine friedliche Lösung finden sollten. Ein vermuteter Kompromissvorschlag 
blieb wahrscheinlich erfolglos, da Patras sich zuletzt als Metropolitensitz durchgesetzt 
hat”. Das Schweigen der Notitia von dieser, für das Bistum der Stadt günstigsten Vari- 
ante, beweist, dass der Kompilator nicht ganz unparteiisch sein Material wählte. Au- 
genscheinlich neigte der Schreiber eher zur konservativen Einstellung im Bezug auf die 
Beförderung der provinziellen Bistümer, doch wollte er ihre Bestrebungen nicht ganz 
verschweigen. Es war selbstverständlich nicht seine Aufgabe, strittige Sachen zu ent- 
scheiden, sondern die realen Varianten zu verzeichnen. Wenn er etwa die Teilung der 
ehemaligen Provinz Achaia zwischen Korinth und Athen annahm, musste er das für 
von behördlicher Seite rechtmäßig erachtet haben. 

Zu einer weiteren Innovation der Kirchenstruktur, die durch Parallellösungen ver- 
anschaulicht wird, kommt es in Epirus. Es gibt nämlich im Verzeichnis einige Spren- 
gel, die als „Epiros“ bezeichnet werden. Die Zusammensetzung einer von ihnen (Epi- 
ros I) entspricht der alten Kirchenprovinz dieses Namens (mit Dyrrachion als Metro- 
pole)”°. Daneben wird auch Altepiros mit der Hauptstadt Nikopolis angeführt". Am 
Schluss der Notitia erscheint wieder Epiros I mit Kephallenia, eine Kirchenprovinz die 
verschiedene Inseln und Hafenstádte von Peoloponnes bis Epiros als Suffraganbistü- 
mer umfasst, als Metropolitansitz. Eine Kirchenprovinz unter diesem Namen ist sonst 
unbekannt, scheint aber einem Thema der byzantinischen „dunklen Jahrhunderte“ zu 
entsprechen”. Die Entstehung des Themas könnte man als Anlass zur Gründung einer 


* TURLEJ, The Chronicle of Monemvasia, S. 47-8, 56-7, 64-5, 71-4, 96-106. 


? DARROUZES, Notitiae episcopatuum, Notitia V, S. 265, 42; Not. VI, S. 268, 44; Not. VII, S. 272, 32; 
S. 284, 549 et passim. Patras wird auch früher, am Anfang des IX Jhs., als Metropole erwühnt — Not. II, S. 
217,39, vgl. TURLEJ, The Chronicle of Monemvasia, S. 105. 

* Not. Ш, 5. 236, 300-308. 


?' Not. Ш, S. 236, 294-299. P. SOUSTAL, Nikopolis und Kephallenia [Tabula Imperii Byzantini, 3], 
Wien 1981, S. 83 (diese Liste entspricht der Liste bei Hierokles, mit kleineren Änderungen freilich, wie in 
Mósien, siehe unten). 


% Not. Ш, S. 245, 769-776, cf. $. 231, 50. Man kann vermuten, dass hier die Gründung einer neuen 
Kirchenprovinz beabsichtigt wurde, wofür aber sonst kein Quellenzeugnis vorliegt. Zum Thema siehe: 
SOUSTAL, op. cit., S. 52; J. NESBITT, N. OIKONOMIDES, Catalogue of Byzantine Seals at Dumbarton Oaks 
and in the Fogg Museum of Art, Bd. 2, Washington 1994, S. 1-9. 
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Kirchenprovinz sehen”. Kephallenia kommt noch an einem anderen Ort vor, námlich 
in der Form: Kephalia (?) deren Metropole Delmatia heißen soll”. Die Stelle scheint 
verdorben und ist wahrscheinlich aus einer missverstandenen Nachricht über das Ver- 
hältnis zwischen dem Thema Kephallenia und dem Gebiet Dalmatiens entstanden?! 
Ähnliche Beispiele kontroverser Angaben kommen in jenem Teil der Notitia vor, 
der sich auf den Nordosten des Balkan bezieht. An der unteren Donau gibt es zwei Kir- 
chenprovinzen die in diesem Zusammenhang Erwähnung verdienen. Die erste heißt 
Haemimontus mit Marcianopolis als Metropolitansitz, wozu fünf mösiche Suffragan- 
bistümer zählen“. An einer anderen Stelle befindet sich fast dieselbe Gruppe unter dem 
Namen Mösien I, diesmal aber mit Odessos (Varna) als Metropole und Marcianopolis 
zum einfachen Bistum degradiert”. Dem Verhältnis dieser beiden Bistumslisten der- 
selben Provinz” zueinander habe ich eine spezielle Untersuchung gewidmet”. Die 
kleinere Version dieser Gruppe der Bistümer (mit Marcianopolis) wird von der For- 
schung für echt gehalten, die längere hingegen für gine Fiktion, die durch Entlehnung 
aus dem Werk von Hierokles entstanden sein soll”. Anhand der archáologischen und 
historischen Argumente kann aber bewiesen werden, dass es sich in beiden Füllen um 
zwei aufeinanderfolgende Phasen der Entwicklung derselben Kirchenprovinz Mósien / 
Haemimontus handelt. Die erste läßt sich spätestens um die Wende des 6. — 7. Jhs. da- 


? So SOUSTAL, op. cit., S. 83, vgl. S. 53. In vier Subscribtionslisten des 2. Konzils von Nikaia (787) er- 
scheinen alle Bistümer derselben Kirchenprovinz Epiros-Kephallenia als Geschlossene Gruppe, wie in der 
Not. III. Der Bischof von Kephallenia steht in zwei Listen (D,E) an der Spitze dieser Gruppe nicht aber 
unter den Metropoliten. J. DARROUZES, Listes épiscopales du concile de Nicée (787), RÉB, 33, 1975, S. 23, 
37-8; vgl. SOUSTAL, op. cit., S. 53. Spáter wird aber Kephallenia nur als ein der Suffraganbistümer unter 
Korinth angeführt (DARROUZES, Notitiae episcopatuum, Notitia VII, S. 282, 492; IX, S. 303, 375). 

? Not. III, S. 231, 54. 


*' Zur Rolle des Thema Kephallenia in der byzantinschen Politik in Dalmatien siehe SOUSTAL, op. cit., 
S. 52, 175-6. Zur byzantinischen Expansion im Adriagebiet und Dalmatien siehe I. GOLDSTEIN, Bizant na 
Jadranu od Justiniana I. do Bazilija I., Zagreb 1992, S. 174-183. In der kirchlichen Hinsicht unterstand 
aber Dalmatien dem Papst, vgl. D. MANDIC, Dalmatia and the Exarchate of Ravenna, Byz. 34, 1964, S. 
358-374; F. DVORNIK, Byzantine Missions among the Slavs, N. Brunswick 1970, S. 17-18. 


?^ Not. Ш, S. 244, 727-731. Ebenda 730 ohne Namen des Bistums - wird entsprechend den anderen | 
Verzeichnissen mit Zekedepon ergänzt, cf. DARROUZES, Notitiae episcopatuum, Notitia I, S. 213, 444-449; 
II, S. 227, 512-517; IV, S. 260, 462-467. 

* Not. Ш, S, 241, 603-610. 


* Das Gebiet der Provinz Haemimontus П entspricht dem Gebiet der Provinz Mósien I. In der Liste der 
Metropoliten bleibt weiters Markianopolis in der Provinz Haemimontus (S. 231, 50), Odessos fehlt. In an- 
deren „archaischen“ Listen wird Odessos immer als Erzbistum der Provinz Mósien angeführt (DARROUZES, 
Notitiae episcopatuum, Not. I, S. 205, 39, Not. II, S. 217,42; Not. IV, S. 250,40). In der Not. III (S. 233, 91) 
erscheint als Erzbistum in Mósien II (!) Dryzipara (sonst in der Provinz Europa). Ein offensichtlicher Feh- 
ler, с aber einer gesonderten Erklárung bedarf. 


55 M. SALAMON, Novae in the age of the Slav invasions, (in:) Novae, the Military Camp and Late Ro- 
man City, (ed.) P. DYCZEK, J. KOLENDO, Warsaw (im Druck); vgl. R. JANIN, La hiérarchie ecclésiastique 
dans le diocése de Thrace, REB 17, 1959, S. 140-1. V. BESEVLIEV, Les citées antiques en Mésie et Thrace et 
leur sort à l'époque du Haut Moyen Áge, Klio 51, 1969, S. 214. 

36 DE Boor, Nachträge... Ш, $. 587-8; DARROUZES, Notitiae episcopatum, S. 31. Vergl. aber die 
Meinung von Honigmann (Le Synekdémos d’Hierocles, S. 4-5) wonach: „il n'est pas certain que la liste soit 
dérivée d'une surce profane; en effet, les mêmes sept villes sont énumérées comme évéchés dans la réponse 
a la lettre encyclique de Léon I” en 458...". Die Frage wird ausführlicher behandelt in: K. ILSKI, Moesia 
Christiana. Poczatek i rozwój, Eos 82, 1994, S. 291-307, besonders S. 300; IDEM, Bischofslisten der Kir- 
cheprovinz Moesia, (in:) Prosopographica, hrsg. L. MROZEWICZ, K. ILSKI, Poznan 1993, S. 238-244. 
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tieren. Unter dem Druck der stándigen Angriffe von Awaren und Slawen wurden aber 
die meisten Sprengel aufgelöst und konnten nunmehr nur als Titularbistümer in parti- 
bus infidelium gelten. Um die Struktur der Kirche an die realen Umstände anzupassen, 
versuchte man, wahrscheinlich in den späten Jahren von Kaiser Heraklios, eine neue 
Kirchenprovinz zu gründen, deren Stützpunkte sich an der unteren Donau und am Mee- 
resufer und nicht im Innern des Landes befanden. Der traditionellen Zuhörigkeit des 
Metropolitansitzes entsprechend sollte die Provinz Mósien (und nicht Haemimontus) 
heißen. Anhand der Quellen, die zu unserer Verfügung stehen, läßt sich leider nicht 
entscheiden, ob die neue Struktur wirklich bewerkstelligt wurde. Es gibt nur gute 
Gründe zur Annahme, Odesssos hátte eine zentrale Rolle im Kirchenleben dieser Ge- 
gend übernommen”. Jedenfalls ist die Kirchenprovinz Mösien I, ohne Rücksicht dar- 
auf, ob real existent oder nur beabsichtigt, schriftlich fixiert und vom Kompilator der 
Notitia III kopiert worden. Wichtig ist, dass die beiden Varianten der Kirchenstruktur 
in Mósien / Haemimontus nur vor der bulgarischen Eroberung denkbar sind. Im 9. Jh. 
konnte sie der Kompilator des Verzeichnisses höchstens als Reminiszenz anfiihren**. 
Das beweist, dass auch historische Angaben für ihn bedeutsam waren. 

Die Notitia III enthält auch eine sonst nirgends Dezeugte Variante der Bistumsliste 
der Kirchenprovinz Skythien (d.h. Kleinskythien)? worüber viel diskutiert wird. Das 
Verzeichnis enthält sogar 15 Suffragansitze in der Provinz, während auf demselben 
Gebiet im 5. Jh. nur ein einziges Bistum, das von Tomis, erwähnt wird (еше Eigenart 
dieses Sprengels, welche in den zeitgenössischen Quellen stark betont wird)”. Ein so 
radikaler Unterschied scheint die Glaubwürdigkeit der Notitia von De Boor in Frage zu 
stellen, dennoch gibt es Forscher (insbesondere rumänische Historiker), die diesem 
umfangreichen Bistumsverzeichnis Glauben schenken. Es kann heute für sicher gel- 
ten, dass die Zahl der Bistümer in Skythien nach dem 5. Jh. gewachsen ist. Die Zahl 


* Ein beredtes Beispiel hiefür ist die Grabesinschrift eines Bischof von Dorostolon, der hier wahr- 
scheinlich Zuflucht suchte und gestorben ist, vgl. V. BESEVLIEV, Spätgriechische und spätlateinische In- 
schriften aus Bulgarien, Berlin 1964, No. 107. Vielleicht blieb die alte, schon längst obsolet gewordene 
Provinz formelhaft bestehen. Es ist aber bezeichnend, dass man in der schwierigen Zeit eher in Odessos als 
in Marcianopolis Zuflucht suchen konnte. 


38 Odessos war im 8.-9. Jh. schon seit längerer Zeit verschwunden; man konnte nicht mit der Erneue- 
rung seiner Kirchenprovinz rechnen. Nach dem Wiederaufbau blieb es weiter ein Bistum und erst viel spá- 
ter ist zum Metropolitansitz befördert worden. cf. V. GJUZELEV, A. KUZEV, Bälgarskite srednovekovni 
kreposti, Bd. 1, Varna 1981, S. 293-5. Neubesiedlung begann erst im IX-X Jh. V. GIUZELEV, Svedenija za 
istorijata na Varna i Anchialo (Pomorie) prez XI v. v Zitieto na Kiril Fileot, Izvestija na Bàlgarskoto Istori- 
česko Drużestvo 28, 1972, pp. 315, 318-9; B. NIKOLOVA, Pravoslavnite càrkvi prez bälgarskoto sredneve- 
kovie IX-XIV v., Sofia 2002, S. 87-88. 


* Not. Ш, 5. 242, 642-656, vgl. JANIN, La hiérarchie ecclésiastique, S.140. 


40 Codex Iustinianus, I, 3, 35(36), 2-3; SOZOMENOS, Historia ecclesiastica, VI, 21; vgl. De BOOR, 
Nachträge... III, S. 587; BECK, op. cit., S. 68; POPESCU, Une liste des cités grecques, S. 325-6; A. SUCE- 
VEANU, A. BARNEA, La Dobroudja romaine, Bucarest 1991, S. 175. 


*! POPESCU, Une liste des cités grecques, S. 323-33, besonders 330-1; IDEM, The City of Tomis as an 
Autocephalous Archbischopric of Scythia Minor (Dobrudzja). Remarks on the Chronology of Epiphanius 
Notitia, Byzantiaka 6, 1986, S. 145; IDEM, Christianitas Daco-Romana, Bucuresti 1994, S. 212-3; 
SUCEVEANU, BARNEA, op. cit., S. 175-9; P. SCHREINER, Das Christentum in Bulgarien vor 864, (in:) Miscella- 
nea Bulgarica, 5, Wien 1987, $. 56-7; IŁSKI, Moesia christiana, S. 307-9; V. LUNGU, Crestinismul in Scythia 
Minor т contextul vest-pontic, Sibiu - Constanta 2000, S. 78-82; I. BOZILOV, V. GJUZELEV, Istorija na 
Dobrudža, Bd. 2, Veliko Tarnovo 2004, $. 44, 47. 
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von 15 Bischofssitzen findet freilich keine Bestätigung, doch scheint es ausgeschlos- 
sen, dass die Namen fiktiv wären. Der größere Teil hiervon befindet sich im Werk des 
Hierokles, nicht aber alle, weshalb man also nicht von einer mechanischen Übernahme 
der Angaben dieser Quelle sprechen kann“. Die vier in anderen Quellen nicht bezeug- 
ten Namen vertreten wahrscheinlich die Kategorie kleineren Ortschaften, welche in der 
Krisenzeit auch in anderen Kirchenprovinzen zur Geltung kamen, was u.a. in den Lis- 
ten der mósischen Bistümer bezeugt wird”, Die Vermutung, dass die in der Notitia 
geschilderte Lage Skythiens der Zerfallsperiode dieser antiken Provinz entspricht, wird 
dadurch bekräftigt, dass die Linie der erwähnten Orte, im Gegensatz zu Hierokles, sich 
hier nicht regelmäßig den Grenzen entlang erstreckt, sondern eine sichtbare Lücke im 
nordóstlichen Abschnitt erkennen láft. Es scheint, dass die Angaben über Skythien die 
Situation der Kirchenprovinz in der Periode der großen Umwälzungen widerspiegelt, 
die sich aber nicht näher datieren läßt. In dieser Hinsicht sind die Fälle Skythiens und 
Mósiens ühnlich, was jedoch noch kein Beweis dafür ist, dass die beiden Listen gleich- 
zeitig entstanden wären. 

Rücken wir noch weiter nach Osten, so wird abermals eine Kirchenprovinz auf zwei 
verschiedene Weisen dargestellt: Gothia mit der Metropole Doros auf der Halbinsel 
Krim, deren Einfluss sich auf die Nachbargebiete ausdehnte™. In der kürzeren Version 
enthält sie die Metropole (Doros) und zwei Suffraganbistümer mit ihren Sitzen, wobei 
aber zugleich der Einflussbereich der Suffragane mit der Angabe der Vólkernamen 
beschrieben wird (Chotziroi / Chazaren und Astel)?. Die umfangreichere Fassung fügt 
noch einen Stadtnamen (Matracha = Tmutorakan) und vier weitere Bezeichnungen, die 
wenigstens zum Teil als Vólkernamen erkennbar sind, hinzu, darunter Onoguren und 
Hunnen“. Man hat diese Gruppe der Bistümer als Beweis für den Entwurf einer neuen 
Kirchenprovinz, interpretiert, es kann aber auch sein, dass sie wirklich eine Zeitlang 
bestanden habe". Sie sollte einige schon in der frühbyzantinischen Zeit begonnenen 
Missionsunternehmungen i in einem neuen Rahmen einordnen“. Da die beiden Varian- 


* Le Synekdemos d’Hierocles, S. 5. 
*5 Not. III, S. 244, 730: Zekedepa, Skaria. 


# Die auf der Krim niedergelassenen Goten bildeten unter hiesi gen “Barbaren“ eine feste und dauerhaf- 
te Stütze des Christentum. G. MORAVCSIK, Byzantinische Mission im Kreise der Türkvölker an der Nord- 
küste des Schwarzen Meeres, (in:) Proceedings of the XIII" International Congres of Byzantine Studies, 
Oxford 1967, S. 17; 1.S. PIORO, Krymskaja Gotija, Kiev 1990, S. 57-112; I. ENGELHARDT, Mission und 
Politik in Byzanz. Ein Beitrag zur Strukturanalyse byzantinischer Mission zur Zeit Justins und Justinians, 
München 1974, S. 84-85; S. PATOURA, To Byzantio kai ekchristianismos ton laon tou Kaukazou kai tes 
Krimaias (6°), Symmeikta, 8, 1989, S. 427-430; A.J. AJBABIN, Etniceskaja istorija rannevizantijskogo 
Kryma, Simferopol 1999, $. 207-8; S.A. IVANOV, Vizantijskoe missionerstvo. Możno li sdelat' iz “varvara” 
christianina?, Moskva 2003, S. 127-130, 142-143. 

*5 Not. Ш, S. 245, 777-779; DE BOOR, op. cit., S. 588. 

* Not. Ш, S. 241, 611-618. 

?' Die Datierung dieser Liste der Sprengel schwankt zwischen dem VIII-IX Jh. DARROUZES, Notitiae 
episcopatuum, S. 31, N. 1; MORAVCSIK, op. cit., S. 21-23; IVANOV, op. cit., S. 146-149. 

* Das Christentum ist bei den Chazaren und anderen Völkern dieser Region schon frühzeitig verkündet 
worden, obgleich es nie zur großer Geltung gelangt ist. Sporadische Taufen in der Oberschicht der Hunnen 
- womit gewöhnlich im 6.-7. Jh. die Protobulgaren gemeint sind — blieben ohne breite oder längerfristige 
Wirkung. Siehe u.a.: MORAVCSIK, op. cit., S. 18-21, 23-25; ENGELHARDT, op. cit., S. 85-87; M.G. MAGO- 


MEDOV, Obrazovanie chazarskogo kaganata, Moskva 1983, S. 158-173; PATOURA, op. cit., S. 420-427, 
430-434. 
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ten eine unterschiedliche Sprengelanzahl umfassen, kann es sich um zwei unabhängige 
Projekte handeln. Sicher scheint, dass die Angaben aus verschiedenen Quellen stam- 
men, denn die erste Liste ist eine einfache Namensaufzählung, die zweite enthält hin- 
gegen geographische Einzelheiten, die eine Lokalisierung weniger bekannter Sprengel 
erleichtert. 

Man kann also sagen, dass im europäischen Teil der Notitia von De Boor jene Kir- 
chenprovinzen und Erzbistümer aufgezühlt werden, deren Gestalt oder gar Existenz 
bezweifelt werden darf. Unter ihnen begegnet man Provinzen die zweimal beschrieben 
werden und das auf unterschiedliche Weise. In einigen Fällen scheint die Zahl der Bis- 
tümer viel zu groß zu sein, was wiederum eher als potentielle Entwicklung, denn als 
Beschreibung des bestehenden Zustandes betrachtet werden kann. Es gibt Beispiele 
von Verwechslungen von (Erz-) Bistümern oder Metropolen, die aber vielleicht nicht 
auf einem Fehler beruhen, sondern eine geplante oder vorübergehende Änderung ihrer 
Stellung belegen. Man kann also sagen, dass die Notitia nebeneinander Reales und 
Hypothetisches enthält. Es ist aber bezeichnend, dass diese Unregelmäßigkeiten in der 
Kirchenstruktur nicht über die ganze Quelle verstreut sind, sondern sich in bestimmten 
Gegenden des Balkan und am Schwarzen Meer gruppieren. Man begegnet ihnen im 
Süden Griechenlands (Peloponnes und Mittelgriechenland), an der Südwestküste des 
Balkan (wieder Peloponnes, Epiros und Dalmatien), der unteren Donau (Mósien, 
Kleinskythien) und auf der Krim (Doros). Ein Merkmal ist all diesen Gebieten eigen: 
im 9. Jh. fanden dort wesentliche Änderungen in der Situation der Kirche statt — eine 
Rechristianisierung und folglich die Erneuerung oder Gründung von Sprengeln und 
Kirchenprovinzen. Der Wiederaufbau der Kirchenstruktur und ihre Anpassung an die 
neue Situation geschah im Süden oder Südwesten der Halbinsel (Peloponnes und Mit- 
telgriechenland, Südwetsliche Küste des Illyricums), wo Byzanz seine Oberhoheit nach 
den ethnischen und politischen Verschiebungen, nicht zuletzt nach der slawischen Be- 
siedlung und der Entstehung neuer Stammesstrukturen, zu festigen strebte”. Auf der 
Krim bemühte man sich um die Missionierung der Vólker, zugleich aber um die Stabi- 
lisierung der entstehenden Kirchenstrukturen . An der unteren Donau war der bulgari- 
sche Staat im Begriff eine selbständige Kirchenhierarchie zu gestalten”. Für Byzanz 
war es kaum gleichgültig, in welchem Verhältnis die neuen Sprengel zu den älteren 
byzantinischen Bistümern des 6.-7. Jhs. stehen würden. Dies umso mehr, als das Patri- 
archat von Konstantinopel seine Obrigkeitsrechte stark betonte und die Ansprüche des 
einst auf dem Balkan sehr einflussreichen Papsttums beanstandete”. In diesem Zu- 


?? Der Prozess der Christianisierung der neuen Bevölkerung auf dem Gebiet des Kaiserreiches lässt sich 
besonders schwer beobachten. Dazu siehe T. WASILEWSKI, Bizancjum i Slowianie w IX wieku, Warszawa 
1972, $. 25-38, 173-187; TURLEJ, The Chronicle of Monemvasia. 


5° Am besten wird es am Beipsiel der Krim- und Chazarenmission Konstantins und Methodios zum 
veranschaulicht, vgl. ZK 812; ZM 4. IVANOV, op. cit., S. 149-50. Die gegen die Zuverlässigkeit dieser 
Nachrichten erhobenen Zweifel erweisen sich wenig überzeugend, vgl. G. ZIFFER, Konstantin und Chaza- 
ren, Die Welt der Slawen, 34, 1989, 354-361. 


*! В. NIKOLOVA, Ustrojstvo i upravlenie na balgarskata pravoslavna cárkva (IX-XIV vek), Sofia 1997, 
S. 38-42 et passim; IVANOV, op. cit., S. 161-169. 


52 BECK, op. cit, S. 32; B. NICOLOVA, Division ecclésiastique en Thrace, en Mésie et en Illyricum 
oriental du IV’ au МПГ siècle, BHR 21, 1993, S. 31-2. 


97 


Maciej Salamon 
n"-————————— ————M—— 


sammenhang verdient die quellenmäßig bezeugte Tatsache Erwähnung, dass die ehe- 
malige Obedienz der bulgarischen Gebiete am Schluss des Konstantinopler Konzils 
von 869/870 rechtlich untersucht und für die Regelung der Frage nach der Zugehórig- 
keit der bulgarischen Kirche als entscheidend betrachtet wurde”. 

Wenn aber für den Verfasser (Kompilator) der Notitia die zeitgenössischen Ver- 
hältnisse auf dem Balkan nicht minder wichtig gewesen sein sollen, als die histori- 
schen, wird die Tatsache unverständlich, dass in der Notitia III eine Lücke im Ver- 
zeichnis nördlich von Thessalonika und Philippoi beginnt, welche die Lage am 
nordwestlichen Balkan unbestimmt beläßt. Dem Bild des relativen Aufblühens der Kir- 
chenorganisation auf den Gebieten im Süden des Illyricums und an der unteren Donau, 
steht am Nordbalkan eine fast vollständige Leere gegenüber. Die Nachrichten enden 
mit zwei Ausnahmen an jener Linie, welche die Gebiete der ehemaligen Vikariate von 
Thessalonika und Justiniana Prima trennt”. Man kann drei Ursachen für diese Lücke 
erwägen. Am wenigsten wahrscheinlich scheint es, dass der Norden deswegen über- 
gangen wurde, da er um die Zeit der Entstehung der Notitia nicht Byzanz sondern 
fremden Völkern unterstand (Bulgaren, Serben etc.); dasselbe läßt sich aber auch von 
Mösien und Kleinskythien sagen, wo die Notita einen Überschuss von Angaben auf- 
weist, obgleich diese Gebiete dem bulgarischen Staat und nicht dem Kaiserreich ange- 
hörten. 

Wahrscheinlicher scheint es, dass der Verfasser ungenügend über dieses Gebiet be- 
nachrichtigt war. Diese Möglichkeit läßt sich nicht einfach von der Hand weisen, weil 
die Kenntnisse über die Kirchenstruktur in Illyricum sehr spärlich sind und wahr- 
scheinlich auch im Mittelalter nicht sehr reichhaltig waren. Dieser Tatbestand hängt 
damit zusammen, dass sich keine Notitia Episcopatuum für dieses Gebiet erhalten hat. 
Das besagt aber nicht, dass Verzeichnisse solcher Art nie existiert haben. Falls doch, 
dann kann man mit ihnen eher in Thessalonika als in Konstantinopel rechnen. Wie 
schon oben erwähnt, schöpfte die Notitia III ihre Nachrichten über das Gebiet Illyri- 
cums, gemäß den Ausführungen von Kountoura-Galaki, aus einer lateinischen Quelle, 
die im päpstlichen Vikariat in Thessalonika entstanden wäre”. Man darf vermuten, 
dass eine Quelle solcher Art die ziemlich viel von anderen, dem Papst unterstehenden, 
Kirchenprovinzen mitteilte, auch Angaben über das nórdliche Illyricum umfassen hátte 
müssen. Es ist aber überhaupt kaum vorstellbar, dass man im 9. Jh. in Thessalonika 
und selbst in Konstantinopel keine Kenntnisse über den nórdlichen Teil Illyricums hat- 
te. Die dort liegenden Städte wie Iustiniana Prima, Viminacium, Sirmium etc., von de- 
nen noch die Quellen des 6. und 7., sogar noch Anfang des 9. Jhs. berichten”, sind im 


33 І BOŻILOV, V. GIUZELEV, Istorija na srednovekovna Balgarija VII-XIV vek, Sofia 1999, S. 184-5; 
NICOLOVA, Division ecclésiastique, S. 30-2; L. SIMEONOVA, Dilomacy of the letters and the cross. Photios, 
Bulgaria and the Papacy, 8605-8805, Amsterdam 1998, S. 266-8. 

* Nördlich der Kirchenprovinzen von Thessalonika und Philippoi, vgl. BECK, op. cit., S. 186. 

55 Siehe Anm. 11. 

36 U.a.: THEOPHYLACTUS (de Boor), S. 1,3,3; VI,4,4 (Sirmion), 1,4,4; VIIL2,2 (Viminakion) etc.; THEO- 
PHANES (de Boor), S. 222, 269, 278 (Sermion), 253, 269, 276, 281 (Singidon) etc.; Die Bistümer des nórd- 
lichen Illyricums werden auch in den Rechtsquellen des 6. Jhs. erwähnt, die für die Stellung von Thessalo- 


nika, Sirmium und Iustiniana Prima maßgebend sind, siehe unten Anm. 67. Cf. Le Synekdémos d'Hiéroclés, 
S. 2, 20-21. 


08 


Einige Bemerkungen zur Notitia episcopatuum des Codex Parisinus 1555A 





Ostreich kaum in Vergessenheit geraten, und zwar zu einer Zeit, als bei der Gelegen- 
heit der Kontakte mit Byzanz die Frage der Herrschaft über Illyricum abermals vom 
Papst erhoben wurde”. Die Erinnerung an einige dieser Stádte und an das ganze Illyri- 
cum, wird durch das sog. Chronicon Monembasiae bezeugt”. Dieses historische Werk 

aus der 1. Hälfte des 9. Jhs., das mit einem kanonischen Streit über die Rechte einiger 
Kirchenprovinzen im Süden des ehemaligen Illyricums verbunden worden ist, erwähnt 
u.a. die wichtigeren Städte im Norden des Balkan. Der Verfasser des Chronicon 
schöpfte offensichtlich aus anderen historiographischen Quellen des VI Jhs., welche 
über die Situation in den Donauländern ziemlich gut unterrichtet waren? 

Dass die Lage der Kirche im nördlichen Teil des Illyricums für den Verfasser der 
Notitia von De Boor nicht unbekannt und unbedeutend war, beweist die Erwáhnung 
Serdicas als Metropolitansitz?? . Im Gegensatz zu anderen Städten dieses Gebietes stand 
Serdica in der Nachbarschaft der Grenze mit Bulgarien noch zu Beginn des 9. Jhs. we- 
sentlich unter byzantinischem Einfluss?'. Man kann mutmaßen, dass der Grund für die 
Erwähnung durch die tatsächliche Verbindung der Stadt mit Byzanz und ihre Bedeu- 
tung für die byzantinische Anwesenheit an der Grenze Illyricums begründet war”, 
Wenn also die anderen Stádte dieser Region verschwiegen wurden, dann geschah es 
wahrscheinlich deswegen, da ihr Verhältnis zum Kaiserreich und dem Konstantinopler 
Patriarchat ein kompliziertes war. Es besagt aber nicht, dass der Verfasser der Quelle 
von byzantinischer Seite einen endgültigen Verzicht auf sie feststellen wollte. Vor al- 
lem war die Notitia von De Boor keine offizielle Urkunde, die über die Obedienz der 
Kirchenprovinzen entscheiden sollte. Ihr Schweigen besagt nichts über die rechtliche 
Stellung der strittigen Gebiete. Meiner Meinung nach, zog es der Kompilator der Noti- 
tia vor, diesen Teil des Illyricums eher zu übergehen, als vorzeitig eine eventuelle Stel- 
lungnahme zu wagen. Sonst scheute er nicht verschiedene Varianten der Kirchenstruk- 
tur anzuführen. Im Fall des nórdlichen Illyricums wusste er aber wahrscheinlich nicht, 
ob dieses Gebiet zur Obedienz des byzantinischen Patriarchates gezählt werden durfte 


3? TURLEJ, Konflikt ikonoklastyczny, S. 35; W. DE VRIES, Die Struktur der Kirche gemäss dem II. 
Konzil von Nicä (787), Orientalia Christiana Periodica 33, 1967, S. 67. 


58 Cronaca di Monembasia, Hrsg. I. DUICEV, Palermo 1976, S. 6-8, 46-48, 68-72: Sirmion-Striamos, 
Augustai, Viminakion., ...kai heteras poleis echeirosato tas hypo to Illyrikon telousas. Der Verfasser, des- 
sen Interessen sich auf den südlichen Balkan konzentrieren, macht grobe geographische Fehler, wenn er 
vom Norden spricht. Weitere Nachrichten über die Städte des alten Illyricums kann man bei Konstantinos 
Porphyrogennetos finden. 


* TURLEJ, The Chronicle of Monemvasia, S. 123-139. 
* Not. Ш, S. 227, 49: 


6! THEOPHANES, S. 485 (de Boor); vgl. M. STANCEVA, Usvojavanie na anticnoto nasledstvo na Serdika 
ot srednovekovnija Sredec (po archeologiceski danni), Izvestija na Bàlgarskoto istori¢esko drużestvo, 29, 
1975, S. 209-221; J.D. HOWARD-JOHNSTON, Urban Continuity in the Balkans in the Early Middle Ages, 
(in:) Ancient Bulgaria, Teil 2, hrsg. A.G. POULTER, Nottingham 1983, S. 247-8; V. VELKOV, Zur Geschich- 
te der Stadt Serdica (Sofia) vom IV-IX. Jhdt, Études historiques 3, 1966, S. 53-54, 57-8; IDEM, Cities in 
Thrace and Dacia in Late Antiquity. Studies and Materials, Amsterdam 1977, S. 87. Die Kontinuität des 
stádtischen Lebens im VII-VIII Jh. ist hier nicht ganz sicher, wenigstens um die Wende des VIII/IX Jhs. 
aber befand sich Serdica in byzantinischen Händen. 


$? Es scheint bemerkenswert, dass Serdica schon früher in Opposition zur jeweiligen Haupstadt des Vi- 
kariats stand: ZEILLER, op. cit., S. 369, 393. 
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und seine Aufgabe war es doch, ein Verzeichnis der Kirchenprovinzen des Patriarchats 
zu erstellen. Außer Serdica hatten die anderen, dem Erzbischof von Iustianiana Рита 
einst unterordneten Gebiete, keine gut belegte Tradition einer Verbindung mit Kon- 
stantinopel. Bis zum Eindringen der Slawen gehórten sie zur rómischen Obedienz und 
später ist hier die Kirchenhierarchie gänzlich verschwunden“. Von der Trennung des 
Illyricums von Rom wurden sie also praktisch nicht betroffen. Dennoch konnte man 
eine spätere Erweiterung der byzantinischen Hoheit auf das Nordillyricum in Erwä- 
gung ziehen“. Offensichtlich dachte man aber damals in Konstantinopel nicht daran, 
weshalb auch der Kompilator der Notitia keine Veranlassung empfand, die Verhältnis- 
se nórdlich von Mazedonien in seinem Werk darzustellen. 

Wenn man annimmt, dass die Notitia von de Boor um die Mitte des 9. Jhs. entstan- 
den ist, kann man die Gründe der Zurückhaltung des byzantinischen Verfassers bezüg- 
lich des nördlichen Illyricums leicht verstehen. Man weiß, wie diffizil sich die Frage 
der kirchlichen Obedienz der bulgarischen Gebiete angesichts der Konkurrenz zwi- 
schen Byzanz und Rom erwiesen hat. Hier gewann zwar Konstantinopel die Oberhand, 
schwieriger konnte es aber im Bezug auf das nordwestliche Illyricum ausfallen. 
Gleichzeitig zeichneten sich nach der Mitte des 9. Jhs. neue Móglichkeiten ab, eine 
politische Annäherung an das Papsttum einzuleiten”. In dieser Lage schien es zweck- 
mäßig, den Konflikt mit dem Westen zu meiden, besonders wenn der Erfolg fraglich 
war. Bezeichnend ist hier das Verhältnis des byzantinischen Kaisers zum Heiligen Me- 
thodios, der in den Jahren 869/870 von Papst Hadrian II. zum Metropoliten von Sirmi- 
um ernannt wurde, einer Stadt die vor der Gründung der Iustiniana Prima, als alte 
Haupstadt Illyricums gegolten hatte‘. Die Zugehörigkeit Sirmiums zu Byzanz war 
aber eine Frage der entfernten Vergangenheit. Methodios erhielt von Rom die Hoheit 
über viel nähere Gebiete des Westbalkans. Nicht viel früher ermahnte Papst Johannes 
VIII. den Herzog Mutimir von Serbien, dass er sich dem neulich geweihten Bischof 





$ BECK, op. cit., S. 184; Cf. С.А. FRAZEE, The Popes and the Balkan Churches Justinian to Gregory; 
the Great, 525-604, Byzantinische Forschungen 20, 1994, S. 53-56. Zum Verlust der balkanischen (illyri- 
schen) Gebiete siehe: P. LEMERLE, /nvasions et migrations dans les Balkans, Revue historique 78, 211, 
1954, S. 289-304; vgl. H. DITTEN, Zur Bedeutung der Einwanderung der Slawen, (in:) Byzanz im 7. Jahr- 
hundert, hrsg. F. WINKELMANN, H. KÖPSTEIN, H. DITTEN, I. ROCHOW, Berlin 1978, $. 75-6, 84-123, 127- 
45; besonders 113-9; A. MADGEARU, The Downfall of the Lower Danubian Roman Frontier, RRH 36, 
1997, S. 315-320. 


Not. III berücksichtigt Dalmatien, die grudsätzlich nicht zum Hoheitsgebiet der Iustiniana Prima ge- 
hörte. Hier sollte sich die byzantinische Aktivität auf politische Ebene beschränken. Es ist aber fraglich, ob 
man die unklare Erwähnung der Kirchenprovinz Kephalia — Delmatia (?) als einen Beweis für Erweiterung 
des Obedienzbereiches des Konstantinopler Patriarchats deuten darf, vgl. oben Anm. 31. 


65 SIMEONOVA, op. cit., S. 273-8, 299, 305-7, 312-326; vgl. T.C. LouNGHIS, Bulgaria instead of Mora- 
via. Evidence for Major Political Changes in this volume. 


$6 7 M., 8; N.S. SIVAROV, Kam vaprosa za archiepiskopstvoto na sv. Metodij, (in:) MeZdunaroden sim- 
pozium 1100 godini na Sv. Metodij, t. I, Sofia 1989, S. 118-123. 


67 Iustiniani Novella 11; Les plus anciens recueils des miracles de Saint Démétrius, hrsg. P. LEMERLE, 
Bd. 1, Paris 1979, Cinquième miracle, S. 228, 4-5; L. DUCHESNE, L'Illyricum ecclésiasique, BZ 1, 1892, 
S. 535-6; J. ZEILLER, Les origines chrétiennes dans les provinces danubiennes de l'Empire Romain, Paris 
1918, S. 365, 394-5. 
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von Pannonien (wohl Methodios) unterordnen solle 95. Nichtsdestoweniger ist während 
seines Besuches in Konstantinopel (ca. 881) Methodios, der Metropolit von Sirmium 
und Mähren, wegen seiner Tätigkeit bei den Slawen nicht nur gerechtfertigt sonder 
auch gebilligt worden”. 

Wenn der Norden des Illyricums nicht zum Patriarchat von Konstantinopel sondern 
zur Obedienz der römischen Kirche gezählt wurde, musste die Grenze zwischen den 
beiden Kirchen an der Grenze Mazedoniens, nördlich der Kirchenprovinz von Thessa- 
lonika verlaufen, genau dort wo die Notitia von De Boor die Angaben über Illyricum 
abschließt. Weiter wollte also der Verfasser der Notitia das Gebiet des Patriarchates 
nicht reichen lassen, wenn es vom verfügbaren historischen Material nicht zu recht- 
fertigen war und die zeitgenössischen Verhältnisse zur eventuellen Erweiterung der 
byzantinischen Ansprüche in dieser Richtung keinen Anlass gaben. Im Bezug auf die 
anderen Balkan- und Schwarzmeergebiete war die Frage der Gestaltung der Kirchen- 
hierarchie eine praktische, wozu die Kenntnis der älteren Sprengel- und Provinzgren- 
zen und der verfügbaren Alternativlösungen bei der Regelung der Kirchenorganisation 
herangezogen werden konnten"). Trotz der konservativen Mentalität der Byzantiner, 
mussten sie sich manchmal für die Änderung der traditionellen Strukturen entscheiden, 
auch deshalb, da sie auf dem Balkan nicht immer Handlungsfreiheit hatten. Eine um- 
fangreiche Sammlung des Materials wie die Notitia von De Boor war dabei ein nützli- 
ches Instrument. Dass so etwas bei der Entscheidung ähnlicher Fragen für wünschens- 
wert gehalten wurde, beweist eine Erzählung aus der Chronik des Priesters von Duklja. 
Der Geschichtsschreiber des 12. Jhs. berichtet nämlich in seinem Latopis, dass man im 
Augenblick der Schaffung neuer Staaten bei den Balkanslaven den byzantinischen Kai- 
ser und den Patriarchen von Konstantinopel um Urkunden bat, welche die älteren Zu- 
stände bezeugen und erklären würden, um auf dieser Grundlage die künftigen Verhält- 


% MGH, Epistolae VII, Fragmenta Registri Iohannis VIII, No. 16, S. 281; vgl. S. CIROKOVIC, Obrazu- 
vane srpske drzave, (in:) Istorija srpskog пагода, Bd. I, Beograd 2000, S. 152-153; SIMEONOVA, op. cit., 
S. 300-1; Die Rolle Roms und Konstatinopels an der Bekehrung Serbiens wird unterschiedlich vorgestellt, 
folglich wird der Brief entweder als eine Bestütigung der Obrigkeit des Papstes oder als ein Versuch die 
byzantinische Obrigkeit durch diejenige des Papstes zu ersetzen, interpretiert. Vgl. SIVAROV, Кат väprosa 
za archiepiskopstvoto na $v. Metodij, S. 123-127; D. BOGDANOVIC, Poceci srpske knjizevnosti, (in:) Istorija 
srpskog naroda, Bd. I, S. 213; SIMEONOVA, op. cit., S. 301-2; O.A. AKIMOVA, Christianstvo v dalma- 
tinskich, chorvatskich i serbskich zemljach v X-XI vv., (in:) Christianstvo v stranach vostoćnoj, Jugo- 
vostoćnoj i cenralnoj Evropy na poroge vtorogo tysjaceletija, Moskva 2002, S. 328-329; С. PODSKALSKY, 
Theologische Literatur des Mittelalters in Bulgarien und Serbien 865-1459, München 2000, S. 62-3; 
WASILEWSKI, Bizancjum i Slowianie w IX wieku, S. 193-5. 


© ZV, 13; SIMEONOVA, op. cit., S. 359-360; Unabhängig davon, ob die päpstliche Obedienz und folg- 
lich die Obrigkeit des pannonischen Metrpoliten in Serbien im Jahre 873 gegolten hatte, scheint es, dass die 
Zustándigkeit des Methodios als Metropolit auf diesem Gebiet um das Jahr 880 schon praktisch erloschen 
ist. 


” Gelzer (op. cit., S. 426-7) erklärt die Dubletten durch die Unfähigkeit des Verfassers der Notitia III 
die „älterer Zeit angehörende Quellen...mit den zeitgenössischen Zeitverhältnissen in Einklang zu bringen“. 
Darrouzés (Notitiae episcopatuum, S. 33) denkt ähnlich: “... les compilateurs (der Kompilator?) n'ont pas 
les moyens de vérifier les listes d'aprés les actes contemporains et de les mettre à jour d'aprés les états offi- 
ciels." Es scheint mir, dass der Verfasser imstande war die zeitgenóssiche Kirchenstruktur wenigstens in 
allgemeinen Umrissen festzustellen. Die Einzelheiten konnten sicher hie und da Fehler aufweisen. In Fäl- 
len, wo Dubletten oder zweifelhafte Angaben vorkommen, soll aber eher mit einer zweckmäßigen Berück- 
sichtigung der Alternativen gerechnet werden. 
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nisse zu regeln. Diese Quellen sollten der zustündigen Behörde (in diesem Fall einer 
Versammlung des slawischen Volkes) vorgelegt werden’'. Nicht unbedeutend ist der 
Umstand, dass der Priester von Duklja diese Initiative in die Periode von Kyrill und 
Methodios versetzt, zu deren Lebenszeit man die Notitia III hypothetisch datieren darf. 
Die Nachricht ist selbstverständlich legendär, sie beweist aber, dass es für die Balkan- 
völker offensichtlich war, dass die für das Abstecken der neuen Grenzen notwendigen 
Kenntnisse in den Archiven der beiden Hauptstädte des Christentums gesucht werden 
sollten. Man erwartete, dass die Hauptstädte der Kaiserreiche, wo die Rechtswissen- 
schaft seit Jahrhunderten eingebürgert war, über die notwendige Hilfsmittel verfügen, 
welche die rechtlichen Gründe für die Regelung von Fragestellungen der administrati- 
ven aber auch Kirchlichen Einteilung liefern konnten. Die Notitia von De Boor scheint, 
meines Erachtens, ein Beispiel solcher Art zu sein. 

Meine Schlussfolgerung: Ich bin überzeugt dass die Notita des Codex Parisinus 
1555A am besten zu jener Epoche passt, als das Verhältnis der neugegründeten kirchli- 
chen Strukturen zu einem älteren Bistumsnetz, angesichts der Christianisierung der 
neuen Völker und ihrer Staaten, intensiv untersucht und erörtert wurde, um die neuen 
Verhältnisse mit der Tradition der Kirche zu versöhnen. Die Deutung der Notitia als 
eine Art Deklaration der Trennung einiger Kirchenprovinzen vom päpstlichen Stuhl ist 
mit dem Charakter dieser Quelle als Arbeitshilfsmittel kaum vereinbar. Ich kann mir 
seine ursprüngliche Form folgendermaßen vorstellen, dass ein Exemplar der archai- 
schen Notitia für ‚sie die Unterlage bildete, die mit Marginalnoten und Ergänzungen 
bereichert wurde”? . Später kopierte man wahrscheinlich den Text" unter Heranziehung 
der Marginalien, ohne diese sorgfältig in den Haupttext einzuordnen, was die heutige 
Gestalt des zum Teil unregelmäßigen und unvollständigen Textes erklärt. 





1! Letopis Popa Dukljanina, hrsg. Е. ŚISIĆ, Beograd-Zagreb 1928, IX, S. 302-4, hrsg. und kommentiert 
von J. LEŚNY Warszawa 1988, Kommentar S. 138-142. 


72 GELZER, Die kirchliche Geographie, S. 427; KONIDARES, Die neue in parallelen Tabellenausgabe, 
S. 248; BECK, op. cit., S. 150; POPESCU, The City of Tomis, S. 137. 


P? Die Handschrift ist im 14. Jh. entstanden und enthält die einzige erhaltene Kopie der Notitia. Sie er- 
laubt also keine Rückschlüsse auf die Geschichte des Textes zwischen dem 9. und 14. Jh. DARROUZÈS, 
Notitiae episcopatuum, S. 32. 
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DIE GESANDTSCHAFTEN DES BYZANTINISCHEN KAISERS BASILEIOS I. 
ZU DEN SERBEN' 


Die mannigfaltigen Beziehungen der Slawen zu Byzanz waren und sind seit den 
wissenschaftlichen Anfüngen der Byzantinistik Gegenstand von Forschungen!. Das 
Ziel des vorliegenden Beitrages besteht nicht in einer umfassenden Diskussion beste- 
hender Forschungsansätze. Vielmehr soll ein Detail aus der Geschichte der Südslawen 
- in diesem Falle der Serben — herausgegriffen werden. Es handelt sich um die Frage, 
wann, wie oft und in welchem Kontext der byzantinische Kaiser Basileios I. (867-886) 
während seiner Regierungszeit Kontakte zu den Serben aufgenommen hat. 

Für diese Fragestellung ist als Quelle zunáchst die in der Regierungszeit des byzan- 
tinischen Kaisers Konstantinos VII. Porphyrogennetos (945-959) entstandene Schrift 
De administrando imperio zu nennen‘. Relevant sind hierbei die Kapitel 29 bis 36, da 
sie von den Südslawen allgemein handeln”. Im konkreten berichtet das 29. Kapitel über 
Gesandtschaften des byzantinischen Kaisers Basileios I. zu den Serben, sodaß für die 
vorliegende Fragestellung nur dieses Kapitel herangezogen wird, wobei es weder im 


" Für die Móglichkeit, in Krakau an der Konferenz im April 2006 teilnehmen und diesen Beitrag pub- 
lizieren zu dürfen, danke ich Herrn o.Univ.Prof. Dr. Johannes Koder (Wien) und Herrn Univ.Doz. Dr. Ma- 
ciej Salamon (Kraków). 


! So zum Beispiel: F. DVORNÍK, The Slavs. Their early history and civilization [Survey of Slavic civili- 
zation 2], Boston “1959; Е. DVORNIK, The Slavs in European history and civilization, New Brunswick, NJ 
1962; D. OBOLENSKY, Byzantium and the Slavs, New York 1994; G. OSTROGORSKI, Vizantija i Sloveni 
[Sabrana dela Georgija Ostrogorskog, Knj. 4], Beograd 1970. 


* Siehe zu deren Entstehung: H. HUNGER, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner. Er- 
ster Band: Philosophie — Rhetorik — Epistolographie — Geschichtsschreibung — Geographie [Handbuch der 
Altertumswissenschaft 12/5/1], München 1978, S. 362-363, 366; K. BELKE, P. SOUSTAL, Die Byzantiner 
und ihre Nachbarn. Die De administrando imperio genannte Lehrschrift des Kaisers Konstantinos Porphy- 
rogennetos für seinen Sohn Romanos [Byzantinische Geschichtsschreiber, Bd. 19], Wien 1995, S. 41-60. 


* Ediert und mit englischer Übersetzung in: CONSTANTINE PORPHYROGENITUS, De administrando im- 
perio [CFHB I], ed. G. MORAVCSIK, R.J.H. JENKINS, Washington, DC 1967, S. 122-165; in deutscher 
Übersetzung bei: K. BELKE, P. SOUSTAL, Byzantiner, S. 142-183. 
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Hinblick auf die Einwanderung der Südslawen auf die Balkanhalbinsel noch im Hin- 
blick auf die Ethnogenese derselben untersucht wird”. 

Zwei Stellen aus dem 29. Kapitel von De administrando imperio beinhalten Infor- 
mationen über Kontakte zwischen Basileios I. und den Serben. Die erste lautet in Über- 
setzung wie folgt: 


... auch die dortigen Vólker, die Kroaten, Serben, Zachlumoi, Terbuniotai, Kanali- 
tai, Diokletianoi und Paganoi, die sich gegen die Herrschaft der Romäer erhoben 
hatten, wurden autonom und unabhängig und sind niemandem untertan. Archonten, 
so sagt man, hätten diese Völker nicht, hingegen Zupane, Älteste, wie es auch bei 
den übrigen slawischen Verbänden (Sklabeniai) die Regel ist. Die meisten dieser 
Slawen aber wurden nicht getauft, vielmehr blieben sie lange Zeit ungetauft. Unter 
Basileios [scilicet I.], dem christusliebenden Kaiser, sandten sie Vermittler aus und 
verlangten und baten, daß die noch Ungetauften unter ihnen getauft würden und sie, 
wie es von Anfang an war, der Herrschaft der Romäer unterstellt würden. Als der 
selige und ruhmreiche Kaiser [scilicet Basileios I.] diese angehört hatte, sandte er 
einen kaiserlichen Vertreter mit Priestern zu ihnen und lief all jene Menschen tau- 
fen, die von den erwähnten Völkern noch ungetauft waren, ...” 


Diese Quelle berichtet, daß die Slawen — darunter auch die Serben — eine Gesandt- 
schaft zu Basileios I. schickten und erbaten getauft zu werden, worauf ein kaiserlicher 
Vertreter (BaorAiKôc) mit Priestern (petà кой ієрёоу) zu ihnen entsandt wurde. Die 
Datierung dieses Ereignisses ist in der Sekundärliteratur umstritten. Während Dölger 
die Jahre 870/880 vorschlagt®, nennt Dujéev den Zeitraum 867 bis 8747. 





* Vergleiche zu diesen Fragen: LJ. MAKSIMOVIC, The Christianization of the Serbs and the Croats, 
(in:) The Legacy of Saints Cyrill and Methodius to Kiev and Moscow. Proceedings of the International 
Congress on the Millenium of the Conversion of Rus” to Christianity Thessaloniki 26-28 November 1988, 
Thessaloniki 1992, S. 167-184; LJ. MAKSIMOVIC, H edvoyćveon tov Zćobov otov ueoaiove [Н 6njvovpyta 
тоу ParAKavikdyv xpátov 1], A0ńva 1994; É. MALAMUT, Les adresses aux princes des pays slaves du Sud 
dans le Livre des cérémonies, Il, 48: interprétation, Travaux et Mémoires 13 (2000), S. 595-615. 


, Übersetzung aus: K. BELKE, P. SOUSTAL, Byzantiner, S. 146-147; CONSTANTINE PORPHYROGENI-- 
TUS, De administrando imperio, S. 124, 126: ... xoà tà Ekeioe #Өуп, ої ле XpuBórror xoi ZépBAot кой 
ZoXXoüpot xoi ТерВоху тол te xoi KavoAitoi Koi AtokAntiavoi Kai oi Mayavoi, тїс лбу ‘Ророќоу 
Вас бфтубсомтес yeyévaorv \борро@рох Kai оотокёфоћол, tivi ph droketievot. “Apyovtac бё, 
с qaot тофта tà ё0уп uÙ Exe, Atv Courévous үёроутос̧, Kaba kai ai Aounai XxAofmvíoi 
Éxovor Tonov. ‘AAA кой oi ПАЕЮУЕС tv тоюфтоу XxAófov où бё гВолтібоуто, GAAG uéypi MOAAOD 
£uevov Gférnoto. Eni бё Восілғіоо, тоб фіЛохрістоо Вас Ас, &néoterav dnokpiotapiovę, 
EĘOLTOGHEVOL кой порокалобутеЕс adtov tods && офтфу dfontiotovc Bartıoafivan kai elvat, бс то èE 
орӣ, олотетаурќуоос tf PaciAsią тфу ‘Роройоу, @vtivav ғісокоёсос 6 Hakópioc éxetvos koi 
боібцос Paciaedę, sanéotetdev Baoılıköv petà Kai ієрёоу, kai ёб@тт\сєу adtods лбутос toù TOV 
TPOPPNVEVtOV t8vóv ópanriotovg тоүхбуоутас, ...; siehe zu den Archonten der Slawen: J. KODER, Zu 
den Archontes der Slaven in De Administrando Imperio 29, 106—115, Wiener Slavistisches Jahrbuch 29 
(1985), S. 128-131; K. BELKE, P. SOUSTAL, Byzantiner, S. 146, Anm. 280; vergleiche zum Titel Zupan: K. 
BELKE, P. SOUSTAL, Byzantiner, S. 146, Anm. 281. 


6 F, DOLGER, Regesten der Kaiserurkunden des Oströmischen Reiches von 565-1453. 1. Teil: Regesten 
von 565-1025 [Corpus der griechischen Urkunden des Mittelalters und der neueren Zeit, Reihe A/Abteilung 
I], München/Berlin 1924, S. 61, Nr. 503. 

71. DUICEV, Une ambassade byzantine auprès des Serbes аи ІХ" siècle, ZRVI 7 (1961), $. 54-55, 60. 
Dieser Zeitraum ist folgendermaßen zu erklären: 867 war das Jahr des Regierungsantrittes des byzan- 
tinischen Kaisers Basileios I. Das Jahr 874 wurde von Radojičić anhand des erstmaligen Auftauchens chris- 
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Eine zweite Stelle in Kapitel 29 von De administrando imperio nimmt Bezug auf 
die Taufe der Paganoi (IIayavot), welche von derselben Quelle den Serben zugeordnet 


8 
werden : 


..Die Paganoi, die in der Sprache der Romäer auch Arentanoi genannt werden, 
wurden in ihren unwegsamen und steilen Gegenden ungetauft gelassen; so bedeutet 
doch auch ‚Paganoi‘ in der Sprache der Slawen ,ungetaufte'. Danach sandten auch 
sie zu demselben ruhmreichen Kaiser [scilicet Basileios I.] und baten, ebenfalls ge- 
tauft zu werden; dieser schickte (eine Gesandtschaft) zu ihnen und ließ auch sie tau- 
fen. ... 


Auch in diesem Falle kam der byzantinische Kaiser dem Wunsche dieser Gesandt- 
schaft entgegen und entsandte seinerseits eine Delegation, welche die Paganoi missio- 
nierte. In Analogie zu der ersten Textstelle wird hier ebenfalls der Zeitraum zwischen 
867 und 874 als Datierungsansatz verwendet!?. 

Zu diesen spärlichen Informationen über die byzantinisch-serbischen Kontakte in 
der Regierungszeit Basileios' I. gibt es eine weitere wichtige, hagiographische Quelle, 
die bisher in der Sekundärliteratur kaum Berücksichtigung erfahren hat''. Es ist dies 
die Vita des Heiligen Germanos von Kosinitza — Bios Kai moArteia tod 'Ooíov 
Потрос fiiv Tepuavod, tod idpvtod тїс igpàüg Movig Eikooworvioong ёк XEL- 


poypópov тўс Aavpevtiaviic BiBAro8hxnc cflc DAmpevriag”. 


cher Namen für serbische Prinzen errechnet. Vergleiche dazu im Detail: G. SP. RADOJICIC, La date de la 
conversion des Serbes, Byzantion 22 (1952), S. 253-256. 


* CONSTANTINE PORPHYROGENITUS, De administrando imperio, S. 164: ...Oi 68 adtoi Tayavoi бло 
t&v оВолистоу XépBAov калёуоутод; К. BELKE, P. SOUSTAL, Byzantiner, S. 182: ...Diese Paganoi 
stammen von den ungetauften Serben ab ...; siehe zur Erklärung des Namens Paganoi: K. BELKE, P. 
SOUSTAL, Byzantiner, S. 147, Anm. 284, S. 183, Anm. 401. 


? Übersetzung aus: K. BELKE, P. SOUSTAL, Byzantiner, S. 147; CONSTANTINE PORPHYROGENITUS, De 
administrando imperio, S. 126: ...Oi 68 Tlayavot, oi kai tì Ponaiwv OwAÉKkto ‘Apevtavoi 
Kadovpevor, еіс ӧосВбтоос Tórovę xoi кртиуюбею Kateleipäncav оВблтсто. Koi yap Mayavoi 
Kat tiv TOV ZxAóBov үлӧссоу Gpóructov Epunvederan. Metà бё тобто Kai adto ATOOTELAQVTES 
cig TOV adróv бюбщюу Paciaća, ééntoavro Barntoafivan kai «®то{, Kai Anooteilag epdnrrioEv Kai 
«%то%с. ... 

! DUJCEV, Ambassade, S. 55. Möglicherweise ist die Christianisierung der Paganoi mit einer Flotten- 
expedition der Byzantiner gegen Dalmatien im Jahre 870 in Verbindung zu bringen. Siehe dazu: K. BELKE, 
P. SOUSTAL, Byzantiner, S. 147, Anm. 285. 

'' Zuletzt haben darauf hingewiesen: DUJCEV, Ambassade, S. 56-60; P. LEMERLE, Philippes et la 
Macédoine Orientale à l'époque chrétienne et byzantine. Recherches d'histoire et d'archéologie. Texte 
[Bibliothèque des Écoles françaises d' Athénes et de Rome 158], Paris 1945, S. 255, Anm. 1. 

2 Ediert in: ACTA SANCTORUM, Maii Ш/12-16, Antverpiae 1680 [Nachdruck Bruxelles 1968/69], 
S. 7*-12*; lateinische Übersetzung in: ACTA SANCTORUM, Maii Ш/12-16, Antverpiae 1680 [Nachdruck 
Bruxelles 1968/69], S. 161-167. Für diesen Beitrag wird eine neuere Edition verwendet: DIONYSIOS, 
Metropolit von Drama, Biog xai noAıteia тоб Ooiov Ilarpóg пибу Iepuavod, тод iöpvrod tfjg iepóc 
Movfig Eikooipoivioons ёк 4eipoypógov ris Aaupevnavis BBlioënxns тўс dAapevríag, EkkAncia 
57 (1980), S. 40-42, 69-71. Für das Kopieren dieser Edition danke ich Herrn Dr. Thomas Mark Németh 
(Wien/Würzburg). Vergleiche dazu: Е. HALKIN, Bibliotheca Hagiographica Graeca, Tome П: loannes 
Calybita- Zoticus, Bruxelles ?1957, S. 225. Siehe zur Geschichte des Klosters Kosinitza: D. KYRATSOS, 
Xóvtoum iccopía TNG hovng кол Baduara Ilavaytag Eıkociborvisong, Drama “1998, S. 13-32. 
Während das Kloster im Jahre 1477 erstmals in der Namensform Kosinissa nachweisbar ist, scheint die 
Form Eikosiphoinissa ab dem Jahre 1628 auf. 
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Der Heilige Germanos hielt sich in seiner Jugend im Heiligen Land auf. Über seine 
Herkunft und seinen Geburtsort liegen keine Informationen vor. Er wurde Mónch im 
Kloster des Heiligen Johannes des Täufers am Flusse Jordan". In seinem dreißigsten 
Lebensjahr hatte der Heilige Germanos eine Vision, die ihm gebot, sich in den europäi- 
schen Teil des Byzantinischen Reiches zu begeben und auf einer der Hóhen Makedo- 
niens eine Kirche zu Ehren der Gottesmutter zu errichten'*. Mit Erlaubnis des Abtes 
begab er sich mit dem Schiff nach Europa und erreichte Christupolis (XpiotodroAig, 
jetzt Kabala)'”. 

Eine weitere Vision verkündete ihm, daß er die besagte Kirche auf dem Berg ge- 
genüber Pöpolia (TIoroAta) an der Mündung des Flusses Panax (IIàva£), etwa fünf- 
zig Stadien von Drama (Appa) entfernt, zu errichten Бабе. Der Heilige Germanos 
durchstreifte die beschriebene Gegend und fand eine Höhle, in der er sich niederließ 
und in der er eine Kirche der Gottesmutter einrichtete. Nachdem er dreieinhalb Jahre 
an diesem Ort verbracht hatte, erschien ihm ein Engel, der ihm gebot, nicht in dieser 
Gegend, sondern auf dem Berg Matikia (Marikia) ein Gotteshaus zu erbauen”. Mit 
Hilfe lokaler Handwerker gelang dem Heiligen dieses Vorhaben. Da er jedoch nicht 
imstande war, den Handwerkern den vereinbarten Lohn von hundert Goldstücken aus- 
zuzahlen, weil er nur über zehn Goldstücke verfügte!5, waren diese unerbittlich, kne- 


? DIONYSIOS, Bios, S. 41; vergleiche zum Inhalt der Vita: DUJCEV, Ambassade, $. 56-57; CHR. 
LOPAREV, Vizantijskija Zitija Svjat'ich VIII-IX vékov, VV 19, 1912, S. 109-114; Prosopographie der mit- 
telbyzantinischen Zeit. Erste Abteilung (641-867), 2. Band: Georgios (# 2183)-Leon (# 4270), ed. R.-J. 
LILIE u. a., Berlin/New York 2000, S. 39-40. 


4 DIONYSIOS, Bios, S. 42: ... Обто pév обу tQ pakapi DepuavQ лєрї thv sipnuśvnv 
бскобут! udvópav, kai калёс dvapóceig Ev тў Kapdia біатідєрёуф Kai TEAEWTEPAG Non 
KATAGTAGEWG блторёуф, тракостоу yap Ту yeyovàç É£toc, Эа тїс бус ёлістӧса, 
anavastijvar u£v ADTÓV EkETVEV, прос бё TA тїс Еоролтс AansASeTv uśpn бак=ЛЕОЕТОЕГ KAKET 
ve0v EE adTóv Kpnnid@v àveyeipavtra пара tivi тбу ava trjv Макєбоуіау ópéov, ànotáča 
тобтоу тў OsouńTopi. ... 

5 DIONYSIOS, Bios, S. 42. Für Informationen zu den in der Vita genannten Orten und Toponymen in 
Makedonien, die ich im folgenden verwende, danke ich Herrn Dr. Peter Soustal (Wien). Diese Informa- 
tionen sind dem Manuskript Makedonien, südlicher Teil (Tabula Imperii Byzantini 11] entnommen. 


^ DIONYSIOS, Bias, S. 42: ... Ос̧ 5 табта Kata уобу Étpepe, ка! бло! tpánoito toic SAOIC 
aunxavóv iv, Epiotataı каму abtG ка9’бпуоос й Эва Sic ёкєіут, Kai Adet THV Aunyaviav 
a0tQ, EltodGa napa то тїс ПопомМас Avrırpb ropebecIat Орос, KaKeTt yevopevov śni TTV 
oikodounv трёлёс9ои тоб ved. Тобтоу Toivvv Akodcag ó латђр Ećeioi pad adtika тїс 
Хрістоолоћлғос̧ Gy Прёра, Kal Sia PAinnov £AÓácac пара то Орос APIKVETTAL, AVTIKPD EV 
тйс IlozoAlag, óc 6 paveię ka9unéósiée, kara тас ёкВоАдс̧ дё тоб Ilávakoc ketuevov, nAńv fj 
NEVTNKOVTA GTASIOVG ANEXOV nroAiyviov tivóc, © Óvoua Apáya. ... 


7 DIONYSIOS, Bios, S. 69: ... O yàp фауйс abtQ üyysAoc ката тє тђу IlaAaterivnv kai 
anaé kai бЕбТЕРОУ kai лєрї tv Хрютоблому бапороорёую поау обоу TPANOITO, 6 abtóc 
KAvradda ye śnipaiveTai, un TO Орос eivai Aéyov adTó sic O émetattEto блЕА9ЕТУ kai TOV 
УЕФУ Aveysipat, GAA Erepov à Малика буора" ... Während in dieser Textstelle ein Engel (ó 
&yy£Aoc) zum Heiligen Germanos spricht, ist in den zwei vorhergehenden Textstellen von göttlichen Er- 
scheinungen (ў 9eia ÓWig) zu lesen. Matikia (Matixia) ist mit dem Pangaion-Gebirge zu identifizieren. 


8 DIONYSIOS, Вос, S. 70: ... 'O $, ut &хоу anodotvar tovtous avedAunetc, uaAAOV & noAAoorn- 
рорюу тфу бАюу anodidotc éka yàp HÖVWV xpvoivov xóptog Erbyxavev dw, kai TAEOV ў TODTOUG 
OÙK EIXEV GAAO TL блоддбуой, ... 
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belten die Hände des Heiligen auf den Rücken und wollten ihn nach Drama führen, um 
ebendort ihre Bezahlung zu erhalten". Nachdem die Handwerker mit dem Heiligen 
zum Fuße des Berges hinabgestiegen waren, trafen sie auf eine Gesandtschaft, die sich 
im Schatten der Bäume von der großen Hitze erholte. Diese Gesandtschaft stand unter 
der Leitung eines gewissen Neophytos und eines gewissen Nikolaos, die von dem by- 
zantinischen Kaiser aus Konstantinopel zu den Serben geschickt worden war und sich 
nunmehr auf dem Rückwege befand". Die Gesandten befreiten den Heiligen Germa- 
nos aus seiner mißlichen Lage, indem sie hundert Goldstücke an die Handwerker be- 
zahlten. Bei der Kirche der Gottesmutter entstand ein Kloster — das Kloster Kosinitza, 
in das die Gesandten Neophytos und Nikolaos nach Abschluf ihrer Mission als Món- 
che eintraten?!. 

Die Datierung der Vita des Heiligen Germanos gestaltet sich schwierig. Laut 
Dumbarton Oaks Hagiography Database ist sie im Zeitraum zwischen 950 und 1400 
(!) entstanden”. Höchstwahrscheinlich war der Heilige Germanos ein Zeitgenosse des 
byzantinischen Kaisers Basileios I. Diese Annahme basiert auf einer Schrift des 
Theophylaktos von Achrida, der in seinem Enkomion auf die fünfzehn Märtyrer von 
Tiberiupolis (Strumica) den Heiligen Germanos als Zeitgenossen des bulgarischen 
Herrschers Boris Michael (852-889) bezeichnet”. Die genauen geographischen 
Kenntnisse des Verfassers der Vita des Heiligen Germanos von Kosinitza über 
Makedonien sprechen dafür, daf sie mit groBer Wahrscheinlichkeit von einem Mónch 
des Klosters Kosinitza geschrieben wurde“. 

Basierend auf diesen Überlegungen datiert Dujéev die Gesandtschaft des Neophytos 
und des Nikolaos in den Zeitraum 867 bis 886 — also in die Regierungszeit des byzan- 
tinischen Kaisers Basileios I., wobei er die Möglichkeit betont, daß sie im Zusammen- 
hang mit der Christianisierung der Serben im Jahre 874 gestanden sein könnte”. 


? DIONYSIOS, Bíog, S. 70: ... 'Enev9?| үйр oi oxAnpol Koi ó&veAefjioveg éketvoi tdv боюу 
TEPLAYKWVIOAVTEG, WG ёл oioypoig etAkov EXAWKOTA, odte tóv OEdV poBoduevor kai тђу iepórv od 
фріссоутес булу EKELVNV, thy £000 tod cotews © буора Apápa ёстёЛЛоуто, eAnitovteg éket тої 
1o80Ù6 GaTOAT WEL, ... 


20 DIONYSIOS, Вос, S. 71: ... оролу avdpac tivac tv Ev Чбюнаюл, Kabas eixdCew 86000 À TE 
лєрї avtods Hepaneia Kai tò тфу brobuyiov kai тйс GAANS Anockevfig TATOOS, оло toig ёёубро 
ka8mnpévoug Kai лоу ёк TOD TAiov noAdv pAoyHóv Oépoc yap fjv бхолубхоутос. Oi & Ticav 660 tivés 
TOV Ev TEAEL, Фу TH èv Мебфолос, Өотёро бё NikÓóAaoG буора, ёк tfjg Kwvoravrivov лорд. tod 
THVUKADTA tv Ponaiwv Kpatodvrog np£oßers dc лбу ТрЗаЛоу d&nootaAÉvtEG, KOL TOE ENOVIÖVTEG, 
кбкєї ÖLAVATAVÖHEVOL, OD KATA TOXNV рбЛАоу À лроуоіос Belag оікоуоріау, dę àv Tóv te боюу тоб 
dELVOD Avutpócai TE TEIPACHOD, kai aùto TV лрос owrnpiav фёроосоу обтут@@олу Oddv.... 

?! DIONYSIOS, Bioc, S. 71. 


2 А Ма 
2? Siehe dazu: hutp;//www.doaks ore/saints2/dohp asp?emd=SShow&key=1 1 





? PG 126, S. 201: ... Ev 88 toig колроїс tovtov [scilicet des Boris Michael], &p&vn pv 6 GYLOG 
Fepiiavóg ёлі тїс BovAyapikfic x@pac: ... Umstritten ist in der Sekundärliteratur, ob damit der Heilige 
Germanos von Kosinitza oder ein anderer Heiliger Germanos gemeint ist. Vergleiche dazu: R.-J. LILIE u. a., 
Prosopographie, S. 40. 

4 DUJCEV, Ambassade, S. 58. 


25 DUJCEV, Ambassade, S. 60. 
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Zu den Personen des Neophytos und des Nikolaos bietet die Vita des Heiligen 
Germanos von Kosinitza den einzigen prosopographischen Beleg. Weder in anderen 
Quellen noch auf Siegeln gibt es zu den Gesandten weiterführende Informationen”. 

Resümierend ist festzustellen, daß die Quellen zu den byzantinisch-serbischen Be- 
ziehungen in der Regierungszeit des byzantinischen Kaisers Basileios I. sehr spärlich 
sind. Neben zwei Belegen aus De administrando imperio gibt es ein in der Sekundärli- 
teratur bisher wenig berücksichtigtes Detail. Hierbei handelt es sich um eine Stelle aus 
der Vita des Heiligen Germanos von Kosinitza, die, obwohl sie in ihrem Informations- 
gehalt klein ist, das bisherige Bild um einen weiteren, nicht zu vernachlässigenden Be- 
leg ergänzt. 


2 Für diesen Hinweis danke ich Frau Dr. Claudia Ludwig (Berlin). 
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*LEDZANIE - HOW FAR FROM THE EMPIRE? 


When a distant tribe is mentioned in a Byzantine chronicle or treatise, the question 
must be raised about the reasons behind its occurrence. It ought to be pointed out 
whether the mentioning of some “barbarian tribe" by an Imperial author happened 
merely accidentally, or if there were any special purposes for their interest in it. One 
could also ask, why mentioning these people seemed to be interesting for a Byzantine 
writer. Of course, if a given northern tribe was not a member of the regional powers, it 
was not interesting for the Empire per se and thus the distance of that people from 
Constantinople is not measurable directly. It could be, however, estimated through the 
studying of its position in the region and their relations towards regional centers of 
power. The case of *Ledzanie is certainly one of this kind. The people of the *Ledzanie 
were not only mentioned at least twice in Constantine Porphyrogenitus' De adminis- 
trando imperio (further referred to as DAI)', but they also used to live in a contact zone 
of three regional military powers: the Magyars, Rus' and Pechenegs. There is, how- 
ever, an essential difference between the case of the *Ledzanie and other examples of 
Slavic peoples being mentioned in Byzantine sources; namely, the complexity of the 
former. Apart from the *Ledzanie, there is evidence of at least three other ethnic names 
that existed in the 9-10 century for the same area, which today is the Polish- 
Ukrainian borderland. Moreover, the sources suggest that some of those names could 
be younger than others and there are those which could have functioned on an over- 
regional level. Moreover, some scholars look for even more tribal entities in the area 
under study”. That is why at first the actual scope, chronology and functions of the 
name *Ledzanie and other ethnic names that have existed in the same territory should 


! Or three times- if we accept G. LABUDA’s, Studia nad początkami państwa polskiego, vol. II, Poznań 
1988, pp. 74-76, conjecture of Ли кт to AwGikr (*Ledzice), cf. DAI XXXIII 16-19, pp. 160-162. 


? Especially noteworthy are new approaches of K.T. WITCZAK, O dwóch prapolskich plemionach za- 
siedlajacych ziemię przemyskq i chełmską — Ledzanach i Wierzbianach, Acta Archaeologica Carpathica 38 
(2003), pp. 157-172; and L. VOYTOVYTCH, Knyazivstva karpatskych Khorvativ, (in:) Etnohenez ta rannya 
istoria Slov'yan: Materialy konferencii, Kyiv 2001, pp. 195-210. 
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be examined. Only after having answered these questions will the places of the 
* Ledzanie in the contemporary network of powers and interests be analyzed. 

The homeland of the *Ledzanie must have lain in some part of the basins of the 
Upper Dniestr, San, Bug and Styr. As already mentioned above, many scholars have 
tried to distribute at least a dozen ethnic names known from early medieval sources in 
that region. Most of these attempts, especially the ones that involved ethnic names in 
the 9' "century Descriptio civitatum et regionum ad septentrionalem plagam Danubii, 
are not verifiable at all and, as such, are almost worthless. Nonetheless, two of these 
ideas deserve attention and serious consideration — one as potentially plausible, the 
other as being frequently repeated. The latter hypothesis of the subcarpathian Croats is 
a beautiful example of a long lasting scientific myth. Although it was justly criticized 
more than 30 years ago, some scholars still look for Croats on the Dniestr and San riv- 
ers”. In fact, following the text of the oldest chronicle of Rus’ (Povest’ Vremennych Let 
— from now referred to as PVL’), there is no evidence of Croats living under the Carpa- 
thians. According to PVL these Croats must have lived to the east, close to the Vjatici. 
They may be identifiable with anonymous Slavic settlements in the area close to the 
Don and Donets’. More sophisticated is the case of the *Wierzbianie, a people situated 
by К. T. Witczak upon the Bug river. Some Bepfidvoi were, indeed, mentioned in the 
ninth chapter of DAI as one of those peoples who were obliged to the poljudje for the 
kaghans of Rus’; i.e. served their sustenance in winter. As such, the Bepfiavoi consti- 
tute the last cell of the chain: Sjever'-Krivici-Dregovici. There is only one name miss- 
ing in that enumeration: Derevljane, the direct neighbors of Kiev to the west’. This 
choice is the most plausible one, even though the Derevijane appeared in another pas- 
sage of DAI under their own, properly spelled name (4epBevivoi), because both no- 
tices had been derived from different sources of information. As such, both passages 
can give different spellings of the same name, as the list of peoples obliged to the pol- 
judje shows the perspective of the khaganate of Rus’, while AepfAevivoi appear in the 
list of peoples neighboring the Pecheneg tribe of Irtim. Therefore, there is no need to 
place the *Wierzbianie instead of the well known Derevljane on the end of the list of | 
peoples serving the poljudje. There is also no reason to situate *Wierzbianie upon the 
Bug, in the homeland of *Bużane, which is well known from other sources. In addition, 
the territory of eastern Volhynia only barely fits the seat of the *Wierzbianie, as, ac- 
cording to DAI, some part of the *Ledzanie must have lived there’. Finally, one must 
take for granted, that the Bepßıavoı were: 1) either a corrupted form of *Derevljane 
(most probable solution), or 2) the name of some part of the *Ledzanie upon the Styr or 


* L. VOYTOVYCH, Knyazivstva, passim; V.D. BARAN, Davni Slov'yany, Ukraina kriz viky, vol. 3, Kyiv 
1998, pp. 125-126; further references to find there. 


* Ed. V.P. ADRIANOVA-PERETS, D.S. LIKHACHEV, Moskva 1951. 


* More about eastern Croats: J. KOTLARCZYK, Siedziby Chorwatów wschodnich, Acta Archaeologica 
Carpathica 12 (1971), pp. 161-188; K. FOKT, Zagadka plemion znad Bugu, Sanu, Dniestru i Styru, Przeglad 
Historyczny 45 (2004), pp. 449-450. 


* Reconstruction of the course of poljudje: O.P. MOCYA, Kyivska Rus’: etapy formuvannya derzhavnoy 
terytorii, Arheolohija 2001/1, p. 45, fig. 5. 


7 In order to send boats to Constantinople, the *Ledzanie must have had access to Dniepr. 
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Horyn, or 3) name of some ethnopolitical entity between the *Ledzanie, *Buzane and 
*Derevljane, or 4) some alternatively used name of Derevljane. Quintum non datur. 
Apart from the eastern Croats and the *Wierzbianie, which were excluded from fur- 
ther consideration, there are three more names left to be distributed in the region under 
study: the *Buzane, *Duljeby and *Volynjane, all of them known from PVL. The most 
uncertain among these names is the last one, though the existence of some *Volynjane 
in Volhynia from 11" century on has never been questioned. The actual subject of con- 
troversy is their existence in the 10" century, because the *Volynjane had been de- 
scribed by PVL as the ones who occurred upon Bug after the *Bużanie and *Duljeby’, 
This approach is, nevertheless, not the only admissible”. It is also not obvious, that no 
source mentioned the *Volynjane in the 10" century — namely, one of ethnic names in 
al-Massoudi's passage about Slavs is being sometimes ascribed to *Volynjane'”. Keep- 
ing these in mind, one should, nonetheless, turn back to the firm ground, i.e., to the text 
of PVL. It seems significant, that all the quoted sentences of PVL refer to the territory 
upon the Bug, and in fact inform only that the name *Volynjane replaced older names 
there. It does not, however, say whether the name *Volynjane was created for the sake 
of renaming the Bug region, or only extended upon this land, having thus existed in 
some other territory previously to the fact of its extension. Therefore, *Volynjane must 
be taken into the final account by any reconstruction of the pre-state ethno-political 
structure of the region discussed, though certainly not upon the Bug. Other ethnic 
names of PVL are less controversial, having found their confirmation in other sources. 
In order to determine which areas hide under the name *Ledzanie in DAI, all ethnic 
names mentioned above should be linked to certain settlement areas and relations be- 
tween them should be examined. The oldest ethnic denomination of the region seems 
to be the name *Duljeby, having left its traces in names of the tribal entities and settle- 
ment areas in the Carpathian basin!'. What is more, in the 10" century St. Vaclav, 
prince of Bohemia, was called by al-Massoudi “king of Dulaba" — despite the fact that 
his subjects had their own ethnic name and the name *Duljeby could be proper only for 
part of them. In light of that example from Bohemia, a kind of reverence probably 
linked to the name *Duljeby seems significant. As such, it helps to explain why this 
name has not been forgotten until the times of PVL, while only the *Volynjane used to 
live upon the Bug then. The same chronicle, however, mentioned two ethnic entities 
that preceded the *Volynjane upon the Bug: the *Duljeby and *Buzane. Simultaneous 
occupation of the same territory by these two ethnic entities is hard to imagine. Firstly, 
it would be unreasonable from the point of view of settlement geography and archae- 


ê PVL, pp. 13-14. 


? Both approaches and their arguments: Slavyane yugo-vostochnoj Evropy v predgosudarstvennyi pe- 
riod, ed. V.D. BARAN et al., Kiev 1990, pp. 311-312. 

10 G. LABUDA, Fragmenty dziejów Stowianszczyzny Zachodniej, vol. I, Poznan 1960, pp. 46-62; cf. et 
infra. 


!! H, ŁOWMIAŃSKI, Początki Polski: z dziejów Slowian w I tysiacleciu n.e., vol. II, Wroctaw 1963, pp. 
106-110, 351-352; V.D. BARAN, Skhidnokarpatskij region u V-VII st. n.e., (in:) Etnogenez ta etnitschna 
istorija naselennja ukrains’kych Karpat, vol. I: Arkheolohija, antropolohija, L' viv 1999, p. 305. 
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ology'*. Secondly, information about the *Duljeby and *Buzane could have been de- 
rived from different sources of РУГ. In fact, it is quite imaginable that there were not 
peoples, but only their names, that co-existed upon the Bug. This supposition is 
strengthened by the comparison of possible ranges of both ethnic names. The *Buzane 
were, as their name indicates, strictly connected with the basin of the Bug. On the con- 
trary, distribution of names of localities derived from the ethnic name *Duljeby sug- 
gests that ‚they had occupied at least the territory of what was from 13" century called 
Volhynia'”. Therefore, the name *Duljeby has probably spread upon broader territories 
than of the *Buzane, probably further to the east. In fact, there is one source that con- 
firms the hypothesis of existence of some ethno-political entity separate from the 
*Buzane eastern from the Bug area in the 10" century. It is the well known charter of 
Henry IV for Jaromir-Gebhard, bishop of Prague, from 29" April 1086 — a document 
well known to mediaevalists, though frequently underestimated’*. The limits of the 
bishopric drawn in that charter probably reflect the status quo from the year 973". In 
the area under study, the border of the bishopric had been marked with two river 
names: Bug and Ztir. It is, however, impossible to draw any reasonable linear limit 
with these two rivers'*. Furthermore, there is no need to do so, as there are no linear 
borders drawn with other rivers in the charter. As far as any river being mentioned 
there, it was an axis of an administrative entity, not a linear border of any kind”. 

Therefore, it seems probable that there were two territories of more or less equal status, 
hiding there under the Bug and Ztir. The same territories could have hidden under Cer- 
ven’ and Регету from PVL - if we accept the conjecture of Peremysl to Peremyl . s 


7 R. TSCHAYKA, Pidsumky dislidzhen pam jatok litopysnykh Buzhan v Zakhidnomu Pobuzhzhi, (in:) 
Etnohenez ta rannja istoria, pp. 261-267; A. NOWAKOWSKI, Górne Pobuże w wiekach VIII-XI. Zagadnienia 
kultury, Acta Archaeologica Lodziensia, No 21, Łódź 1972, s. 13-14. 


? ŁOWMIAŃSKI, Początki Polski, pp. 106-110; V.D. BARAN, Davni Slov'jany, Ukraina kriz viky, t. 3, 
Kyiv 1998, pp. 120-121. Critical attitude against ,,Dulebian" toponymy: W. MAKARSKI, Pogranicze polsko- 
пане do polowy wieku XIV. Studium jezykowo-etniczne, Lublin 1996, рр. 46-47. 


^ MGH, Die Urkunden der Deutschen Künige und Kaiser, vol. VI: Die Urkunden Heinrichs IV, Bd a { 
ed. D.V. GLADISS, Berlin 1941, no. 390. 


5 R. TUREK, Listina Jindřicha IV z 29 Dubna 1086 (DH IV, 390) a jeji territoria, Slavia Antiqua 12 
(1975), pp. 97 sqq; LABUDA, Studia, pp. 111-146, especially 139-146, 171. 


Nor with other rivers, proposed instead of these two (Boh, Seret, Stryj): J. SKRZYPEK, Szudia nad 
pierwotnym pograniczem polsko-ruskim w rejonie Wołynia i Grodów Czerwieńskich, Warszawa 1962, pp. 
88-89; S.M. KUCZYŃSKI, Wschodnia granica państwa polskiego w X w. (przed 980 r.), (in:) Początki pań- 
stwa polskiego. Księga tysiąclecia, Poznań 1962, pp. 236-238; J. KOTLARCZYK, Grody Czerwieńskie a 
karpacki system obronny pod Przemyślem we wczesnym średniowieczu, Acta Archaeologica Carpathica 11 
(1969-1970), fasc. 2, p. 267; YA. D. YSAEVITCH, >Grady chervenskie« i peremishl'skaya zemlya v poli- 
ticheskich vzaimootnosheniyach mezhdu vostochnimi i zapadnimi Slavyanami (konec IX — nachalo X v.), 
(in:) Issledovaniya po istorii slavyanskich i balkanskich narodov, Moskva 1972, p. 119; VOYTOVYTCH, 
Knyazivstva, pp. 202-203. 


7 Namely river Váh (Uuag provincia). I would like to express my gratefulness to Mr Dariusz Niemiec 
M. A., who helped me develop the idea of two regions in DH IV 390 in course of discussions in winter 
2002. 


8 S.M. KUCZYŃSKI, O wyprawie Włodzimierza I ku Lachom na podstawie wzmianki z r. 981 w Opo- 
wieści lat doczesnych, (in:) IDEM, Studia z dziejów Europy Wschodniej X-XVII w., Warszawa 1965, s. 79- 
84; H. PASZKIEWICZ, Początki Rusi, Rozprawy Wydziału Historyczno-Filologicznego PAU, vol. 81, 
Kraków 1996, pp. 90-91. 
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The western of these two administrative entities, upon the Bug, corresponds naturally 
with the *Bużane'. The second one (upon the Styr) could be no one else than the 
*Volynjane- who, according to PVL, only later appeared upon the Bug as well. In any 
case, either we agree for the *Volynjane upon the Styr, or not; two settlement areas 
upon the Bug and Styr probably enjoyed a common denomination of the *Duljeby. 
Therefore, the only ethnic name left to be identified with particular territory would be 
the *Ledzanie. Having settled other ethnic names in the limits of later Volhynia, one 
only has the area of the Upper San and the Upper Dniestr left for the *Ledzanie, a terri- 
tory quite well separated from Volhynia through landscape features. To identify that 
settlement area with the *Ledzanie, the name of the Polish people in the Hungarian 
language ought to be involved, as it has preserved the tribal name of *Ledzanie very 
precisely. The cause of that fact could have been from close contacts of the early Mag- 
yars and *Ledzanie. These are, indeed, clearly visible in archaeological discoveries 
from the area of the Upper San and Dniestr, around later centers of Przemysl and 
Halić . 

This clear vision of three settlement areas upon the Bug, Styr, Dniestr and San and 
four ethnic names functioning there is being disturbed by one passage of the 9" chapter 
of DAI. According to that fragment, the *Ledzanie must have lived not only south from 
the Roztocze range, but also upon some confluents of Prypec, as they were able to send 
their boats to Kiev”'. That passage of DAI, as well as the names of the Polish people 
derived from the name of *Ledzanie in many languages, suggest that in the mid 10" 
century the name *Ledzanie used to be a denomination of some broader region — at 
least of the territories under the Carpathians and upon the Styr. Moreover, the name 
*Ledzanie must have advanced to such an outstanding position no longer than a few 
dozen years before being mentioned in DAI. In Descriptio civitatum from the mid 9" 
century Ledzanie (Lendizi) appeared in the same part of the source as the *Buzane (Bu- 
sani), though with a lower number of civitates ascribed to them”. In the part of the 
source where Busani and Lendizi were mentioned, greater number of civitates served 
probably to distinguish those peoples which were considered stronger and more nu- 
merous — which means that the *Ledzanie were not very significant in comparison with 
the *BuZane then. Despite that modest potential, the *Zedzanie eventually occupied the 
dominant position in the region. The name *Ledzanie must have substituted for the 
*Duljeby upon the Bug and Styr in 10" century, at least to some extent”, Later, when 


? Bug as settlement axis, not a limit: KUCZYŃSKI, О wyprawie, pp. 74, 91-92; PASZKIEWICZ, Poczatki 
Rusi, pp. 72-74. 


? M. PARCZEWSKI, Problem Lędzian a kształtowanie sie polsko-ruskiej rubiezy etnicznej, (in:) Civitas 
Schinesghe cum pertinentiis, Torun 2003, pp. 161-163. 


2 DAI IX 10-17, pp. 56-58; cf. T. WASILEWSKI, Dulebowie-Ledzianie-Chorwaci. Z zagadnien osad- 
nictwa plemiennego i stosunków politycznych nad Bugiem, Sanem i Wistq w X wieku, Przeglad Historyczny 
47 (1976), p. 184; PARCZEWSKI, Problem Ledzian, pp. 156-157, 160-161. 

22 After photocopies of the source, added to: S. ZAKRZEWSKI, Opis grodów i terytoryów z pólnocnej 
strony Dunaju czyli t. z. Geograf bawarski, Lwów 1917; B. HORÁK, D. TRÁVNICEK, Descriptio civitatum 
ad septentrionalem plagam Danubii (t. zv. Bávorsky geograf), Rozpravy Ceskoslovenské Akádemie Véd 66 
(1956), s. 2: „...Визат habent civitates CCXXXI...Lendizi habent civitates ХСУШ...”. 


2 Cf. WASILEWSKI, Dulebowie-Lędzianie-Chorwaci, pp. 184-185. 
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the Rus’ finally mastered the region, the name *Ledzanie in its a ugmentative form 
*Ljachy was already being assigned to the subjects of the Piasts”‘, and the name 
*Duljeby was only recognized as a part of a tradition — as one can read in PVL. That is 
probably why the newly created administrative unit which arose from those territories 
upon the Bu ug and Styr was given a new name, derived possibly from one of its parts — 
*Volynjane”. 

Settling down what political and ethnic realities could hide under those particular 
names of the region under study solves the first task of this text. The second 1s to inves- 
tigate these contexts, in which ethno-political entities known in the 10" century as the 
*Ledzanie appeared. The most important information needed would be who and why 
someone passed the news about the *Ledzanie to the sources and in what spheres of 
military and political influence they existed. The first source that mentioned the 
* Ledzanie and Buzane is Descriptio civitatum et regionum ad septentrionalem plagam 
Danubii — or more precisely its second part, describing peoples living beyond the 
neighbors of the Frankish kingdom. The second part of the Descriptio is being some- 
times subject to elaborate interpretative operations, which tend to discover a conse- 
quent network of trade routes there”. Already simple processing of the data of the De- 
scriptio through sorting and grouping its names by their position in the text, the number 
of civitates and the geographic situation is enough to prove the opposite. The second 
part of Descriptio is not a regular display of trade routes, nor does it show the spheres 
of influence, though regional groups are certainly discernible in it. In fact, this part of 
the Descriptio is a kind of recapitulation of several lists of peoples. These “primary” 
lists are discernible through those few names of the Descriptio, which can be identified 
with ethnonyms known from other sources. The first 29 names of the second part of the 
Descriptio. can be divided into four regional groups of peoples deriving from different 
informers^'. The names nos. 30-34 could have fallen out of previous lists, as they have 
neither the amount of civitates, nor any other description of their scale attached. Even- 
tually, the list of peoples inhabiting Silesia and Lusatia (names nos. 35-44) has been 
added later — after the author, having acquired no additional information about peoples | 
30-34, decided to note their names down without numbers of civitates. The names’ 
Lendizi and Busani are a part of the longest "primary list" of peoples, containing the 
largest amount of names unknown from other sources and endowed with many civi- 
tates. Among these there are some probably nomadic names ending with -rozi, unparal- 
leled in other "primary lists". Apart from nomads, turning our attention to the steppe 
regions north from the Black Sea, there are a few more peoples in that part of the 
source that let us identify the point of view of its author. These are the Busani, Lendizi 
and Unlizi, and all of these peoples used to inhabit what is today western Ukraine and 


# Cf. LABUDA, Studia, pp. 179-184. 
25 More arguments supporting this sequence of ethnic names: FOKT, Zagadka plemion. 


? Recently: В. TOMENCHUK, Richkovi shlyachy v geopolitychnykh zv'yazkakh narodiv Centralnoy i 
Skhidnoy Evropy doby Serednyovichchya (za Bavarskym Geografom), (in:) Etnohenez ta rannja istorija, pp. 
211 ae 


?' Namely: “danubian” (1-3 or 1-6, dependently on interpretation of no 6: Zvireani), “nomadic-slavic” 
(4-21 or 7-21), “baltic” (23-25) and “eastern” (27-29). Explication of this idea of the division of 2™ part of 
Descriptio will be brought forward in a separate study. 
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eastern Poland. In fact, these three names are the only ones certain in the discussed part 
of the source — except from possibly the Chozirozi, which probably are the Khazars. 
Moreover, it cannot be excluded, that also the Ungare (Magyars) and Vuislane 
(*Wislanie in the Kraków area, nos. 33-34), written further down without the numbers 
of civitates attached, do belong here, too. In the 9" century Magyars used to live on the 
Black Sea steppe, not far from the Unlizi, and held adjacent Slavs under their rule, 
while the *Wislanie were probably the western neighbors of the *Buzane. Maybe then, 
the list of peoples nos. 4(7)-21 originated from the region under study, or at least from 
the western part of the Magyar sphere of interest. It seems probable, provided that only 
one source passed this whole “primary list" of peoples to the author. Nonetheless, the 
five peoples mentioned above were exactly the ones who used to live directly ultra 
fines of the regions neighboring with the Franks, that is next to the Marharii and Mere- 
hani (probably Moravia and Slovakia), beyond the mountains. This reason was good 
enough for a Bavarian monk, who compiled Descriptio civitatum, to learn as much as 
possible about these peoples — and that is probably why they have found their place in 
the source. 

The second contemporary source that could have mentioned one of the *Ledzan 
peoples, such as the *Volynjane, is the above mentioned work of al-Massoudi”*. Unfor- 
tunately, interpretation of the given ethnic name can be twofold: Walinjana 
(*Volynjane in Volhynia) or Weletaba (*Véleci upon Baltic Sea). Moreover, the names 
that should constitute the basis for every interpretative attempt in Massoudi's passage 
about Slavs: the Moravians, Serbs, and Croats, may have originated from various con- 
texts. This ambiguity of apparently the most obvious names has generated a flagrant 
discussion which ended with absolutely discordant sentences”. Although this contro- 
versy may never reach a satisfactory solution, attempts have to be made at least to es- 
timate the probability of some particular pieces of information contained in Massoudi’s 
passage about Slavs. According to it, the Weletaba/Walinjana used to be the oldest, of 
purest blood and the most revered tribe among the Slavs. This description would be 
quite appropriate for Volhynia, from where the western Slavs had indeed descended. 
On the other hand, no neighbors of Volhynia appeared in the same passage". It is not 
the case, however, if we accept the equation Weletaba=Vélets, as the names of the 
Germans and Saxons are certainly, and the names of Stodorans and Serbs probably are 
part of a northwestern context, suitable for Vélets. Such a perspective would be similar 
to the one presented by Alfred the Great in his description of Central Europe”. The 
northwestern origin of Massoudi's information about the Weletaba/Walinjana should 


28 J, MARQUART, Osteuropdische und ostasiatische Streifzüge, Leipzig 1903, pp. 101-103. 


? With T. LEWICKI and J. WIDAJEWICZ defending northwestern perspective of Massoudi's informers, 
and С. LABUDA stressing their southern, Danubian point of view, cf. LOWMIANSKI, Poczatki Polski, pp. 
356-357. 


? BARAN, Davni Slov'yany, pp. 122-123. 


M Khaganate of Rus’, mentioned as ad-Dir or al-Aldair, belong to the younger part of the passage dis- 
cussed. Most astonishing is the lack of *Ledzanie and *BuZane, mentioned earlier in Descriptio civitatum. 


32 Źródła skandynawskie i anglosaskie do dziejów Stowianszczyzny, ed. G. LABUDA, Warszawa 1961, 
pp. 66-69, 42-57 (photocopy of manuscript C). 
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be then treated as more probable”. This fact and the lack of context for * Volynjane in 
Massoudi's passage about Slavs are enough to exclude this source from discussion 
about possible role of the *Volynjane in trade or policy in the 920's and 930's"*. 

Apart from DAI and accounts presented above, the *Ledzan peoples were men- 
tioned in one more contemporary source: a table of peoples of the Book of Yosippon””. 
The Book of Yosippon was written by a Jewish author probably living in the area of 
Venice, about the mid 10" century (before 965) or about 980%. This table of peoples 
was composed after the pattern of Genesis; Slavs are supposed to be descendants of 
Dodanim, son of Yawan, son of Yafeth, son of Noah. List of Slavic peoples comprises 
of two rows of names: Mwr.wh (*Moravá) — Krw.tj (*Charvati) — Swrbjn (*Surbin) — 
Lwenjn (*Lucanin) and Lwwmn/con. Ljjkjn (*Ljachin) — Kr.kr (*Krakar?) — 
Bzjm/con. Bwjmjn (*Bojmin). These two rows of names are often interpreted as corre- 
sponding with those limits of the Slavs described in Yosippon ~ from the borders of 
Bulgaria to Venice and from Venice to the Baltic Sea". In fact, there is no logical link 
between these two facts. To reconstruct the cognitive horizon of the author, it would be 
far better to analyze a composition of his list of peoples. Not surprisingly, the list pre- 
sents quite a good knowledge of Italy, Gaul and the Germanic peoples - including such 
details as the Suebian descent of the Longobards. The author was also acquainted with 
the names of nomadic Turkish peoples; his knowledge, though not detailed, reached 
Byzantium, Rus', and Chorasan. In fact, his list in the Yosippon reflects quite exactly 
those possible external contacts of a northern Italian Jewish trader: towards Byzantium, 
the Khazars, and Saxony, and beyond these lands (Ismailits, Chorasan, Denmark, Eng- 
land). We can therefore assume that the Slavs were concerned only as far as they lived 
close to these routes. The first line of Slavic peoples can then be connected with the 
Adriatic coast, close to Venice”. The second line — Bohemia, Cracow and *Ljachy — 
can be extended by adding to it Rus', situated upon the river Kiwa (from the name of 
Kiev). That turns our attention to the route towards the Khazars”. Thus, these traders 
moving along transcontinental route to and from the Khazars must have passed through 
the land of the *Ljachy = *Ledzanie. According to the Yosippon, they passed through 
Cracow. It is then probable, that they used to meet the *Ledzanie yet in Volhynia. 


te 





? Томе this conviction to Mr Marek Jankowiak M. A., whom I would like to thank for his time and at- 
tention devoted to ardent discussion about Massoudi’s list of Slavonic peoples in May-September 2006. 


? These are but not enough to exclude Walinjana from the history of Volhynia at all- at least as long as 
paleographic questions around that ethnicum occur. Chronology of discussed passage should correspond 
with reigns of Václav I in Bohemia (922-935) and kings of Germany - either Konrad I (+919), or Henry I 
(4936). 


* V. YA. PETRUCHIN, Nachalo etnokultur'noy istorii Rusi IX-XI vekov, Moskva-Smolen'sk 1995, pp. 
36-40. 


"KT WITCZAK, Ludy i panstwa siowianskie w tzw. Ksiedze Josippon, Slavia Antiqua 36 (1993), p. 77. 
37 LOWMIANSKI, Poczatki Polski, p. 171; WITCZAK, Ludy i panstwa, pp. 80-81, passim. 


38 WITCZAK, Ludy i panstwa, pp. 79-81: Serbs, Croats, Zahumlje and southern Moravia; in contrary to 
G. FLUSSER, Zprava o Slovanech v hebrejské kronice z X stoleti, Cesky Casopis Historicky 48-49 (1947- 
1948), pp. 238-241, who pointed at Serbs between Elbe and Saale, Croats and Luëane in Bohemia, and 
northern Moravia. 


? LOWMIANSKI, Początki Polski, pp. 171-172. 
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As it was already mentioned, an extension of the name *Ledzanie on the territory of 
Volhynia was reflected also in DAI by the mid 10" century and must have occurred not 
earlier then in the 2” half of the 9" century. According to archaeological research, the 
relations of the subcarpathian *Ledzanie with early Magyars were so strict in the later 
part of the 9" or early first half of the 10" century, that one can even speak of political 
dependence reflected in archaeological findings"). These facts move to ask, if the ex- 
tension of the name *Ledzanie upon Volhynia was not only approved, but also caused 
by the Magyars? Existence of a causal link between the “*Ledzan commonwealth” 
from the 2" and 3 quarters of the 10" century and earlier Magyar rule upon the sub- 
carpathian region is being strengthened by two additional circumstances. Firstly, if we 
assume that at least the inhabitants of the basins of the Upper Dniestr, San and Styr 
used to share the name *Ledzanie already before Magyar migration to the Carpathian 
Basin, such a union must have been directed against nearby nomads. These nomads 
were no one else, then Magyars; being, according to ibn Rosteh, quite oppressive 
against their Slavic neighbors’. In such a case it would be hard to explain why the 
same Magyars would not only tolerate some broader union of Slavs, but also preserved 
it under their own dominance. Secondly, only Magyar migration to the other side of 
Carpathians caused a rapid increase of strategic importance of the *Ledzanie, espe- 
cially from the viewpoint of the Magyars in face of Pecheneg threat”, 

As the *Ledzanie were noticed by DAI, they already belonged to the kaghanate of 
Rus’. According to DAI, in the mid 10" century the *Ledzanie were part of the outer 
fringe of that political structure. At that time, the core of the khaganate consisted of 
cities which were in disposal of the dynasty, such as Kiev, Novgorod, and Vychegrad, 
or at least where some of the Rus’ were in charge”. The inner circles of tributaries 
were the ones obliged to serve the poljudje. DAI knows the names of some of them: the 
*Derevljane, *Dregovici, Krivici, *5еуег”“. Although the *Ledzanie were not enlisted 
there, it could happen, that they were one of the mysterious Aoutoi naknórau. It seems, 
however, improbable for two reasons. Firstly, the *Ledzanie were surely known to the 
author of the quoted chapter of DAI. Thus, if they were not mentioned among peoples 
serving the poljudje, it is probable that they simply did not belong there?. Secondly, 
the geographic situation of the *Ledzanie makes it difficult to add them to that list. As 


* M. PARCZEWSKI, Początki kształtowania się polsko-ruskiej rubieży etnicznej w Karpatach: u źródeł 


rozpadu Słowiańszczyzny na odłam wschodni i zachodni, Kraków 1991, pp. 40-42. 


+l [BN ROSTEH, Quitab al-A'laq an-Nafisa, chapter X, ed. T. LEWICKI, Źródła arabskie do dziejów 
Słowiańszczyzny, vol. Il 2, Wrocław-Warszawa-Kraków-Gdańsk 1977, pp. 32-35. 


42 There is no need to argue, that Pechenegs used to be a dangerous military power at that time, though 
scale of that danger can be discussed: KUCZYŃSKI, O wyprawie, pp. 34, 42-47; KOTLARCZYK, Grody 
Czerwieńskie, pp. 248-249; O. PRITSAK, The Pecenegs: A case of social and economic transformation, 
Archivum Eurasiae Medii Aevii 1, 1975, pp. 211-235, pp. 18-19, 21. 


# Cf. DAI IX 1-9, p. 56. The list of cities contains not only domains of Olga and Svyatoslav, but also 
territories of allied rulers, e. g. of Chernigov and Smolen'sk, cf. W. DUCZKO, Skandynawowie w Europie 
Wschodniej okresu Wikingów, (in:) Wędrówka i etnogeneza w starożytności i średniowieczu, ed. M. SA- 
LAMON, J. STRZELCZYK, Kraków 2004, pp. 240-241. 


* DAI IX 104-109, p. 62. 
* Cf. MOCYA, Kyivska Rus’, p. 46, fig. 4. 
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we recall what kind of trouble arose for Igor and Olga for collecting tributes from their 
direct neighbors (*Derevljane), there is no need to ask how risky the poljudje among 
distant *Ledzan peoples could have become at that time. Regardless whether the 
* Ledzanie were to serve the poljudje or not, their dependence from Kiev was probably 
not so tight, as in the case of the peoples lying closer to Kiev. They were, however, two 
times expressis verbis called tributaries of Rus' in two separate chapters of DAI. To 
explain the dependency of the *Ledzanie from Rus' in the mid 10" century, it is neces- 
sary to involve the second chapter of DAI that dealt with the *Ledzanie: chapter 37 
about the Pechenegs. Data from that part of the treatise originated probably from the 
Pechenegs themselves, as it contains a broad range of detailed information about their 
origins, laws, and customs as well as organization of that ethnos. Particularly reliable is 
the information about three tribes called Kangar, praised in the final passage of the 
chapter as the most noble among Pechenegs . Among these Kangar there was tribe of 
Irtim/labdiertim, who according to chapter 37 of DAI used to live next to the 
*Ledzanie, *Ulici and other Slavs". This sentence of DAI is supported through ar- 
chaeological data: the *Ledzanie and Pechenegs were, indeed, direct neighbors ^. In 
face of Pecheneg danger, the *Ledzanie certainly needed protection from some mighty 
center of military power. One can only guess, what kind of advantage could the suze- 
rainty of Rus' have from the viewpoint of the *Ledzanie compared with the rule of the 
Magyars. Firstly, the latter being neighbors of the *Ledzanie were able to control them 
directly, and as archaeological research has proved, did not hesitate to do so. In the 
case of the Rus', their willingness to directly control distant parts of their sphere of 
influence is not so obvious at that time". Secondly, to be included into the structure of 
the khaganate of Rus' meant not only to have duties, but also to benefit from that fact 
through participation of tributaries in commercial and military activities of Rus'. 

For the sake of this study, the motivation of the *Zedzanie to shift their dependence 
is, however, far less interesting than the readiness of Rus' to include them into their 
political system. The dominance of Rus' upon the *Ledzanie must have occurred after 
the year 944, as no *Ledzan peoples supported Igor in his expedition against Constan 
tinople. The *Ledzanie must have been thus subdued by Duchess Olga. Their tributary 
subordination to Kiev could have been undertaken after the final subjugation of the 
* Derevljane, in order to secure limits of the conquered territory. Was it but enough to 
challenge the Magyars and Pechenegs’? Looking for other reasons to subdue Vol- 
hynia, one can follow a pattern typical for early states of the region. Due to their in- 


* DAI XXXVII 68-71, p. 170. 
* DAI XXXVII 42-45, p. 168. 
** PARCZEWSKI, Problem Ledzian, pp. 157-161. 


© About stabilization of the political structure of the khaganate in the 10" century: М.Е. KOTLYAR, 
O sotsial'noy sushtshnosti drevnerusskogo gosudarstva IX- pervoj poloviny X v., (in:) Drevneyshie gosu- 
darstva vostochnoj Evropy: materialy i issledovaniya 1992-1993 gody, Moskva 1995, pp. 38-40. 


5° A few traces indicate, that Magyars used to be quite active in the end of the 9" and in the 1* half of 
the 10" century in what was later southern Rus’, including Kiev itself: E. DABROWSKA, Wegrzy, (in:) 
E. DĄBROWSKA, W. SZYMANSKI, Awarzy, Węgrzy, Kultura Europy wczenośredniowiecznej, vol. 5, Wro- 
claw 1989, p. 163. 
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tense involvement in long distance trade and military competition, the main concern of 
these states was to control important routes of trade and warfare", In the 10" century — 
at least in its second half — there was one tract of transcontinental importance that 
crossed *Ledzan lands: the route through Prague and Cracow towards Kiev and the 
Khazars. Control of it was probably the goal of Bolesláv I, duke of Prague, in the early 
970's. If he did finally succeed in his attempts or not, then taking over Volhynia was a 
quite logical consequence of the previous development of his state. The domains of 
Prague, as far as they are known from accounts of al-Massoudi, the Book of Yossippon, 
DAI and Ibrahim ibn Ya'qub, were thus stretching along the route towards the 
Khazars”. The charter of Henry IV from the year 1086 proves also that Bolesláv pre- 
tended only to control Volhynia and its confluents of the Dniepr, while the subcarpa- 
thian areas were left out of his sight. The easiest way to explain that fact is, indeed, to 
suppose a commercial background of Pfemyslid aspirations in the manner presented 
above. If not only Duke Bolesláv, but also the Duchess Olga subdued Volhynia in or- 
der to take hold of some part of the transcontinental west-east route, remains thus a 
mere guess-work, based only upon retrospective reasoning. Nonetheless, it seems sig- 
nificant that at least the Volhynian part of *Ledzanie already in the years 940-980 un- 
derwent several changes of control. These changes were probably connected with the 
transcontinental west-east trade route, though only in the case of Pfemyslid aspirations 
there is enough evidence to take it for granted. Available sources do not let us recon- 
struct reliably the history of the subcarpathian region at that time, though some traces 
could speak for the continuity of Magyar rule upon that territory”. 

Even these scarce pieces of information, accessible through unequivocal sources, 
are enough to state that during the 2" and 3" quarter of the 10" century, the *Lędzan 
regions used to belong to four spheres of interest: namely, of the Magyars, Pechenegs, 
Rus’ and Pfemyslids, and that three of these centers of power tried to dominate some 
parts of the region under study. At least the Magyars and Rus' succeeded in their ef- 
forts; not to mention, that the Magyars were probably partly responsible for the ad- 
vance of the name *Ledzanie to super-regional status. Surprisingly, while even existing 
in separate political structures, Volh путай as well as зибсагра ап groups were retain- 
ing their common name *Ledzanie". That fact indicates how shallow the interference 
of aforementioned regional centers in the territory under study actually was. According 
to present state of research, only the Magyars exceeded that scope of domination, and 
kept their own garrisons on the outer side of the Carpathians. To raise military outposts 
under the Carpahians was an adequate answer of the Magyars to the Pecheneg chal- 
lenge. A subcarpathian tribe of *Ledzanie, neighboring with both steppe powers, could 
not remain neutral. Becoming Magyar adherents must have obviously caused some 


?! Z. KURNATOWSKA, Proces formowania się "państwa gnieźnieńskiego”, (in:) Civitas Schinesghe, 
pp. 38-39. 


*? J, ZEMLICKA, Cechy v době knížecí, Praha 1997, p. 37. 


53 As Pfemyslid aspirations in the 970's were limited to Volhynia, and keeping outposts on the outer 
foreground of Carpathians was probably of crucial importance for Magyars. 


?* As stated above, * Ledzanie sensu stricto lived under Carpathians, but DAI as well as Book of losip- 
pon and possibly PVL, cf. LABUDA, Studia, pp. 182-184, extended that name also to the inhabitants of Vol- 
hynia. 
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inconvenience for them, as well as the obligation to maintain Magyar troops. The 
*Ledzanie were, however, capable of taking advantage of this situation as well. These 
advantages must have generally exceeded disadvantages, as in the mid 10" century the 
inhabitants of Volhynia were also called *Ledzanie. Generally speaking, the advance of 
*Ledzanie came into being thanks to their seemingly inconvenient situation between 
two steppe powers. It is, however, dubious, if that factor could affect knowledge of the 
*Ledzanie in the Empire. In the first quarter of the 10" century the Magyars were en- 
gaged in military actions in the west and probably not interested in conflict with the 
Empire. Moreover, they were loyal allies of the Emperors in their system of alliances 
against Bulgaria". As such, they stayed beyond the horizon of detailed observation of 
Imperial diplomacy, which was concerned with closer and more direct tasks. That 
situation changed to a considerable extent in the second quarter of the 10^ century, 
when the Bulgarian threat diminished, and new challenges from the north occurred. 
Magyars proved to be capable of attacking Constantinople, especially when in alliance 
with the Pechenegs”. Also the Rus’ turned their attention to the Dniepr route, and 
emerged as a strong player in the Pontic zone”. These changes in the balance of power 
suggest that not only curiosity could incline the elite of the Empire to learn more about 
northern peoples. That increased acquaintance with the north was reflected in DAI. Not 
only was the Pfemyslid state described there (as White or Great Croatia”), but also 
tributaries of Rus’, among them the *Ledzanie. In the geo-political situation of the mid 
10" century, particularly important for the Empire became the Pechenegs. As long as 
the other northern powers, such as the Khazars, Rus’, Bulgaria and Magyars, would be 
in conflict with the Pechenegs, they were not free to attack the Empire. That is why, 
according to relevant chapters of DAI, the main goal of Byzantine diplomacy at that 
time was to maintain friendly relationship with the chiefs of the Pechenegs”. Thanks to 
that strategy, the reader of DAI was provided with a detailed description of Pecheneg 
tribes and their neighbors — among them, of course, the *Ledzanie. Such a relative 
boom of information in a Byzantine source concerning one of northern tribes should 
not, however, mislead us. As far as the sources inform the reader about the *Ledzanie, 
they never occurred as an independent political or military power, who would be inter-i 
esting for the Empire per se. There is also no evidence that the *Ledzanie could be 
regular partakers of the Pontic trade and policy. There is no trace of *Ledzan peoples 
being involved in trade through the Dniepr-Prypec-Bug route in the late 9" and early 
10" century |. It seems possible, however, that some Bug-Dniestr line could have func- 


55 G. MORAVCSIK, Byzantium and the Magyars, Budapest 1970, pp. 53-54. 
® MORAVCSIK, Byzantium, pp. 54-56. 


°7 Cf. D. CHRISTIAN, The Kaghanate of the Rus': Non-Slavic Sources of Russian Statehood, (in:) Chal- 
lenging Traditional Views of Russian History, ed. S.G. WHEATCROFT, Palgrave/Macmillan, Houndmills- 
Basingstoke-Hampshire 2002, pp. 19-21. 


* DAI XXX 71-75, p. 142; XXXI 3-5, 83-91, pp. 146, 152. Cf. LOWMIANSKI, Początki Polski, p. 169. 
* DAI I-V, pp. 49-53. 


9 M. CZAPKIEWICZ, Е. KMIETOWICZ, Skarb monet arabskich z okolic Drohiczyna nad Bugiem, 
Kraków 1960, pp. 151-156. 
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tioned at that time; a route of obviously inferior value®!. Even though the *Ledzanie 
used to take part in trade enterprises of Rus' in the mid 10" century, their role in those 
activities was certainly not eminent. The only military or trade routes of over-regional 
importance that crossed *Ledzan territories were the east-west connections from the 
Carpathian passes and Moravian Gate towards the east. That is why the *Ledzanie 
could have become an object of interest of Magyar, Premyslid or western Jewish trad- 
ers, as DH IV 390 and the Book of Yosippon assert for the third quarter of the 10" cen- 
tury. *Ledzan peoples were, however, no object of interest from the viewpoint of the 
Empire, as they were not an independent player in trade and war. To know the names 
and geographic positions of such peoples was actually quite enough for a Byzantine 
writer, if even though it was not too much at all. As such, the occurrence of *Ledzanie 
in the sources of the 10" century reflects the general ethno-political situation of that 
time in Middle and Eastern Europe. Many parts of these regions witnessed processes of 
growth and competition of new centers of power, which pulled the Slavic ethno- 
political entities into their systems of tribute exaction. These structures were naturally 
being watched by Constantinople and other centers of civilization, and that is how and 
why the *Ledzanie occurred not only in DAI, but also in other contemporary sources. 


*' Cf. Н. SAMSONOWICZ, „Długi wiek X” Z dziejów powstawania Europy, Poznań 2002, pp. 80-84. 
Also list of peoples mentioned in Descriptio civitatum could suggest existence of such a route. 
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NOCHMALS ZUR HISTORISCHEN DEUTUNG 
DES BAMBERGER GUNTHERTUCHES AUF JOHANNES TZIMISKES 


In meinem Beitrag zu dem von Vladimir Vavfinek geleiteten Symposion Byzantium 
and Its Neighbours. From the mid-9th till the 12th centuries (Bechyné, September 
1990), dessen Akten 1993 veröffentlicht wurden!, habe ich aufgrund einer neuen iko- 
nographischen Deutung des sog. Bamberger Gunthertuches die These vertreten, es be- 
ziehe sich auf den Triumph Johannes' I. Tzimiskes über Bulgarien und sei daher nicht, 
wie man bisher glaubte, auf das Jahr 1019 (d.h. den Triumph Basileios' II. über Bulga- 
rien), sondern auf 971 zu datieren. Seitdem habe ich zwar viel Zustimmung? erfahren, 
aber es gab auch kritische Äußerungen, deren Verfasser oder Verfasserinnen meine 
Deutung entweder ganz abgelehnt oder eine zumindest teilweise abweichende Lósung 
formuliert haben. 

Meine These richtete sich gegen einen zentralen Punkt der damals herrschenden, 
von André Grabar entwickelten Interpretation der Ikonographie des seidengewirkten 
Bildteppichs: Grabar hatte zunächst, den völlig überzeugenden und zutreffenden Nach- 
weis geführt, dass hier der triumphale Einzug (adventus) eines reitenden Kaisers in 


! G. PRINZING, Das Bamberger Gunthertuch in neuer Sicht, Bsl. 54 (1993), S. 218-231 (auf die Belege 
zu diesem Artikel, dessen erste Fassung ich 1991 auf der Frankfurter Tagung der „Arbeitsgemeinschaft 
deutscher Byzantinisten" vorgetragen hatte, sei hier grundsätzlich verwiesen, einige Ergänzungen finden 
sich auch im folgenden). Auf S. 228 des Artikels lies im Text unmittelbar vor der Fußnote 40 „Vorhänge“ 
statt „Vorgänge“. — Im folgenden verwende ich Siglen gemäß der Byzantinischen Zeitschrift. 


* Vgl. Е. TINNEFELD, Die Braut aus Byzanz — Fragen zu Theophanos Umfeld und gesellschaftlicher 
Stellung vor ihrer abendländischen Heirat, (in:) Kaiserin Theophanu. Prinzessin aus der Fremde — des We- 
streichs Große Kaiserin, hrsg. v. G. WOLF, mit Beiträgen von H. FUBBROICH (u.a.)., Köln, Weimar, Wien 
1991, S. 247-261, hier 259 (T. stützt sich hier auf mein Frankfurter Vortragsmanuskript von 1991), ferner 
die Anzeige des gedruckten Artikels in: BZ 86/87 (1993/94) 574, Nr. 2444 ([PETER] SCHREINER), M. 
RESTLE, Hofkunst — hófische Kunst Konstantinopels in der mittelbyzantinischen Zeit, (in:) Hófische Kultur 
in Südosteuropa. Bericht der Kolloquien der Südosteuropa-Kommission 1988 bis 1990, hrsg. v. R. LAUER 
/H.G. MAJER, Göttingen 1994 (= Abhandlungen der Akad. d. Wiss. in Göttingen, phil.-hist. Klasse, dritte 
Folge, Nr. 203), S. 25-41, hier 34, und den Katalogeintrag von B(IRGITT) B(ORKOPP)/M(ARCEL) R(ESTLE), 
in: Rom und Byzanz. Schatzkammerstücke aus bayerischen Sammlungen, hrsg. v. R. BAUMSTARK, mit 
Beitrágen von B. BORKOPP (u.a.), München 1998, Nr. 64, S. 206-210 (vgl. aber dazu auch unten Anm. 9!). 
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eine Stadt den Kern der Ikonographie bildet. Vóllig zutreffend war auch seine mit dem 
Hinweis auf die Adventus-Ikonographie des Kästchens von Troyes” untermauerte Deu- 
tung der zwei allegorischen, mit kaiserlichem Schmuck versehenen und jeweils auf 
dem Kopf eine Mauerkrone tragenden Frauen-Figuren als Stadttychen. Von beiden 
Seiten treten sie barfüßig an den Kaiser heran, um ihm jeweils huldigend eine Pfauen- 
feder-Krone (Tupha), wie die linke Figur, oder einen goldenen Kronreif, wie die rechte 
Figur, darzureichen. Hiervon ausgehend, hatte Grabar in einem dritten Schritt vorge- 
schlagen, den reitenden, bekrónten Kaiser im Bildzentrum mit Kaiser Basileios II. zu 
identifizieren, wobei er die Stadttychen auf Athen (rechts) bzw. Konstantinopel (links 
im Bild) projizierte: Denn es habe in der Absicht Basileios' II. gelegen, in zwei Stádten 
seinen Triumph zu feiern: in Athen, wo er nach seinem endgültigen Sieg über Bulga- 
rien (1019) zur Feier dieses Sieges einen Dankgottesdienst abgehalten habe, und in 
Konstantinopel, wo er bei seinem nach rómischer Art zelebrierten Einzug durch das 
Goldene Tor mit der ihm offerierten Toupha gekrönt worden sei^. Speziell gegen die- 
sen Teil der ikonogaphischen Deutung Grabars richtete sich meine Kritik. 

Ausgehend von einer kritischen Überprüfung der von Grabar herangezogenen Quel- 
len (Ioannes Syklitzes [364, 80-94, Thurn]^, Michael Glykas [578,21-579,6, Bekker] 
und Zonaras [Bd. 3, 566,11-567,3 Büttner-Wobst]) war ich zur Erkenntnis gelangt, 
Grabars Deutung sei, besonders im Hinblick auf den Ablauf des Einzugs Basileios' II. 
nach Konstantinopel, vom Text nicht abgedeckt, sondern beruhe auf einer Fehlinterpre- 
tation. Sie sei daher ebenso aufzugeben wie seine hieraus abgeleitete Deutung des Gun- 
thertuches. 

Auch der neue Lósungsansatz ist wiederum den Schriftquellen zu verdanken. Denn 
es sind, wie ich gezeigt habe, erneut die historiographischen Quellen, die uns in erster 
Linie den Schlüssel für die Deutung des Bildes an die Hand geben, und zwar Leon Di- 
akonos (157, 21-159, 2, Hase)", Ioannes Skylitzes (310, 54-69, Thurn) und Zonaras 
(535,12-536,3 Büttner-Wobst), mit ihren detaillierten Berichten über den Bulgaren- 
Triumph, den Kaiser Johannes I. Tzimiskes 971 in Konstantinopel gefeiert hat. Sein 
Triumph, bei dem die Stadt, wie es Leon Diakonos bezeugt, „mit purpurnen Teppichen 
geziert und wie ein Brautgemach mit Lorbeerzweigen und golddurchwirkten Wand- 
behängen geschmückt war“, kann nämlich in mehrfacher Hinsicht als exzeptionell 
gelten: 


: Vgl. zu ihm zuletzt den Katalogeintrag H(ENRY) M(AGUIRE), in: The Glory of Byzantium. Art and 
Culture of the Middle Byzantine Era A.D. 843-1261, ed. by H.C. EVANS / W.D. WIXOM, New York 1997, 
5. E 206, Nr. 14, und P. STEPHENSON, The Legend of Basil the Bulgar-Slayer, Cambridge 2003, S. 59f. 

* ANDRÉ GRABAR, La soie byzantine de l'évéque Gunther à la cathédrale de Bamberg, (erstpubl. 
1956), Neudr. In: DERS., L'art de la fin de l'antiquité et du Moyen Äge, Bd. 1, Paris 1968, S. 213-227. 

? Vgl. zu ihm jetzt auch die neue französische Übersetzung: JEAN SKYLITZES, Empereurs de Constan- 
tinople, texte traduit par B. FLUSIN et annoté par J.-C. CHEYNET, Paris 2003. Zum Besuch und Dankgebet 
Basileios' II. in Athen und zu seinem triumphalen Einzug nach Konstantinopel s. hier S. 303, zum Triumph 
Johannes' I. Tzimiskes 971 s. ebda., S. 258f. (an beiden Stellen kein Hinweis auf das Gunthertuch als Bild- 
quelle). 

z Vgl. zu ihm jetzt auch die neue, kommentierte englische Ubersetzung: The History of Leo the Deacon. 
Byzantine Military Expansion in the Tenth Century, introduction, translation and annotations by A.-M. 
TALBOT, with the assistance of G.T. DENNIS and S. MCGRATH, Washington, D.C. 2005. 


7 L. DIACONUS, Historiae, ed. С.В. HASE, Bonn 1828, S. 158, 16-20, vgl. The History, ed. TALBOT 
(wie Anm. 6), S. 201. Dass die florale Ausschmiickung der Stadt symbolisiere, eben diese sei das Brautge- 
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1. weil er der einzige Triumphzug eines byzantinischen Kaisers war, in dessen Verlauf 
„einheimische oder auswärtige Herrschaftszeichen eine vergleichbar herausragende 
Rolle spielten“ (vgl. bei mir S. 227): Denn in diesem Fall hat man ausweislich der 
erwähnten Quellen zwei fremde Herrscherkronen, die beide den byzantinischen 
Vorbildern völlig glichen, nämlich die Tupha und den goldenen Kronreif des im 
Triumph mitgeführten Zaren Boris II. von Bulgarien, óffentlich gezeigt, dann dem 
gefangenen Herrscher bei seiner óffentlichen Degradierung zum Magistros (sie 
wurde gleichsam kaschiert durch die Erhebung zur byzantinischen Würde eines 
Magistros) ebenso wie seine kaiserlichen/zarischen Gewänder offiziell aberkannt 
und weggenommen, bevor man sie in der Hagia Sophia (so den Kronreif) bzw. im 
Kaiserpalast (so die Tupha) deponiert hat; und 

2. weil auf keinem anderen mittelalterlichen Triumphzug der Byzantiner jemals ein so 
ranghoher fremder, als Zar kaisergleicher Herrscher dem Volk der Hauptstadt prá- 
sentiert worden ist, wie damals im Jahr 971. 

Beides beweist nicht zuletzt ein Blick in die einschlägigen Untersuchungen von Mi- 

chael McCormick und Herbert Hunger’. 

Darauf aufbauend habe ich die These entwickelt, die beiden Stadttychen des Gun- 
thertuches würden nicht verschiedene Stádte reprásentieren, sondern beide zugleich die 
Stadt Konstantinopel verkörpern (vgl. auch das Zitat unten S. 130-1). Außerdem habe 
ich mit Blick auf die unterschiedliche Farbgebung der Gewandung der beiden weibli- 
chen Figuren aus der (sicherlich bewusst gewählten) Farbgebung den Schluss gezogen, 
dass man die Stadttychen als Allegorien des von den Zirkus-Parteien gemeinsam reprá- 
sentierten Volks von Konstantinopel aufgefasst habe. Dabei verwies ich auf die Tatsa- 
che, dass die Konstantinopler Rennbahnparteien der Grünen und Blauen (nebst den 
kleineren Parteien der Roten und Weißen) schon seit längerer Zeit offiziell nur noch 
eine rein zeremonielle Rolle als Repräsentanten der Stadtbevölkerung bei derartigen 
Adventus (bzw. Reditus)-Zeremonien und triumphalen Einzügen wahrnahmen’. 


mach des triumphierenden, siegreichen Kaisers, bezeugt außer dieser Diakonos-Stelle auch die 
Beschreibung des triumphalen Empfangs für Kaiser Theophilos bei seinem Reditus durch Konstantin УП.: 
s. CONSTANTINE PORPHYROGENITUS, Three Treatises on Imperial Military Expeditions, introduction, edi- 
tion and commentary by J.F. HALDON (CFHB 28), Wien 1990, S. 146, 148, übersetzt 147, 149: “The Ep- 
arch of the city had prepared the city in advance, adorning it like a bridal canopy with various skaramaggia 
and hangings, silver candelabra, and variegated flowers and roses, from the Golden Gate to the Chalke." 
Vgl. auch H. HUNGER, Reditus imperatoris. In: G. PRINZING / D. SIMON (Hrsg.), Fest und Alltag in 
Byzanz, München 1990, S. 17-35 u. 179-184, hier 24. Vgl. auch unten! 


* M. MCCORMICK, Eternal victory. Triumphal rulership in Late Antiquity, Byzantium and the Early 
Medieval West, Cambridge u. Paris 1986, HUNGER, Reditus (wie Anm. 7). 


? Hier nochmals festzuhalten, dass ich beide Stadttychen mit Konstantinopel identifiziert habe, ist 
wichtig, weil in dem oben (s. Anm. 2) zitierten Katalogeintrag von B. BORKOPP und M. RESTLE der dies- 
bezügliche Teil meiner Deutung verkürzt (und somit missverständlich) so wiedergegeben wurde: „Die zwei 
in Grün und Blau gekleideten Stadtpersonifikationen oder -tychen, die die unterschiedlichen Kronen tragen, 
könnten nach Prinzing Vertreter der — gerade diese beiden hier so auffallenden Farben tragenden — Demen 
(Zirkusparteien) sein. Durch sie sprach das Volk der Stadt zum Kaiser bei den zeremoniellen Akklama- 
tionen. (...)." Der Deutlichkeit halber wäre hinter „Stadtpersonifikationen oder -tychen“ in Klammern zu 
ergänzen: Konstantinopels, doch verweisen Borkopp/Restle ausdrücklich darauf, dass die „detaillierte Ar- 
gumentation [Prinzings, G.P.] in seinem Aufsatz... von 1993 nachzuvollziehen ist." Vgl. auch unten die 
Bemerkungen zum Artikel von Papamastorakis! 
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Zusützlich begründet habe ich diese Auffassung durch den Hinweis auf bestimmte 
Texte aus den „Historischen Gedichten“ des Theodoros Prodromos (12. Jh.), in denen 
er sich der Prosopopoiie bedient, um mehrere Verse durch die Sprecher der Demen 
Verse „gleichsam aus dem Munde der Stadt“ (= @с бло тйс полюс) — die sich dabei 
übrigens stellenweise als Sklavin bzw. Dienerin (800An) des Kaisers begreift‘ — hym- 
nisch deklamieren zu lassen!!. Mit anderen Worten: Die Vorstellung, dass die Akteure 
der sog. Demen bei ihren Deklamationen und Stationsgesángen zum Lob des Kaisers 
nicht nur Sprecher des von ihnen repräsentierten Teils der Stadtbevólkerung seien, ' 
sondern dass durch eben diese Sprecher der Demen gleichsam sogar die Stadt selbst . 
ihre Gedanken formulieren und ausspreche würde, war den Byzantinern keineswegs 
fremd! 

In einem weiteren Schritt lässt sich hieraus folgende Überlegung ableiten: Da beide 
Stadttychen des Gunthertuches durch ihre deutlich überwiegend grün oder blau mar- 
kierte Gewandung" jeweils eine bestimmte Affinität zu den Blauen oder Grünen signa- 
lisieren, lassen sie sich folglich als einzelne Figur auch nur noch mit Einschränkung als 
Allegorie ganz Konstantinopels auffassen: Denn jede der beiden Stadttychen kann na- 
türlich nur den Teil der Bevólkerung Konstantinopels reprüsentieren, mit dem sie sich 
gemäß den Farben ihrer Gewandung in Deckung bringen lässt, den Blauen (+Roten) 
oder den Grünen (+ Weißen). 

Somit bilden erst beide Figuren zusammen, also gleichsam additiv zusammenge- 
setzt, eine einzige Allegorie der (von den Rennbahn-Parteien vertretenen) Gesamt- 
bevölkerung Konstantinopels. Von daher wird es nochmals besser verständlich und 





0 Dieser Selbst-Auffassung der Hauptstadt als „Sklavin“ des Kaisers entsprüche übrigens die Barfüs- 
sigkeit der Konstantinopel verkórpernden Stadttychen des Gunthertuches, vgl. dazu auch die folgende An- 
merkung sowie P. STEPHENSON, Images of the Bulgar-slayer: three art historical notes, BMGS 25 (2001), 
S. 44-68, hier 57, doch ohne Rekurs auf Theodoros Prodromos. 


' Vgl. W. HORANDNER, Theodoros Prodromos. Historische Gedichte, Wien 1974, S. 87f. und 107f.; es 
geht um die Gedichte IV („Politische Dekasticha auf den Triumphzug des Kaisers Ioannes Komnenos zur 
Einnahme von Kastamon; für die Оетеп“), s. S. 199f., Text S. 201-209, bes. S. 201,11-20, S. 202,41-, 
50,61-67, S. 208, 251-260, ferner Мг. V („Dekasticha aus dem Munde der Stadt. Aufforderung an den Kai- 
ser, den Wagen zu besteigen; für die Demen“), s. S. 213, Text 214-217, bes. 214,1-2, und S. 215,51 (jeweils 
zur Stadt als Dienerin/Sklavin) und Nr. XI („An den Kaiser, als er nach dem Zug gegen Kiliker, Parther, 
Syrer und ganz Armenien die Perser in Kürze plünderte und riesige Beute davontrug; für die Demen“), s. S. 
252f., Text S. 253-259. Vgl. hier besonders den Passus S. 254,25-30 (in Hórandners Paraphrase, S. 252: 
»Mit einer Krone hat das Kaisertum dich gekrónt, du krónst es unermüdlich mit tausenden Siegeskronen; 
wahrhaft durch dich ist Rom Basilissa‘). In ihm wird sehr geschickt der Kronreif der Macht (stephanos tu 
kratus), mit dem ihn das Kaisertum und mit dem er (der Kaiser) tausendfach sein Kaisertum schmückt, 
gegenübergestellt der vom Kaisertum dem Kaiser gegebenen „kaiserlichen Tiara“ und den vielen „feld- 
herrlichen Тіагеп“, mit denen dieser wiederum das Kaisertum schmückt! — Der hier von Prodromos aus- 
gedrückte funktionale Unterschied zwischen Kronreif und (Feldherrn-)Tiara spiegelt sich zweifellos auch in 
der Ikonographie des Gunthertuches wider. 


Diese Beobachtungen werden durch die von G. DAGRON, Constantinople imaginaire, Paris 1984, S. 
185, vorgenommene Interpretation einer Stelle aus den Patria gestützt, in der davon die Rede ist, man habe 
unter Michael I. einer bronzenen Tyche die Arme abgeschlagen, um eine Erhebung der Demen gegen den 
Kaiser zu verhindern. Dagron sah hierin u.a. eine Metapher für den Antagonismus bzw. Dualismus der 
Parteien und gelangt zu folgender, hier nochmals zitierten Formulierung: « ...les deux démes sont un peu- 
ple dédoublé, réparti en une droit et une gauche dans l'espace de l'Hippodrome.» (Vgl. auch den entspre- 
chenden Hinweis auf Dagrons Deutung in meinem Beitrag (wie Anm. 1): S. 229 Anm. 48). 


? Vgl. auch unten Anm. 21! 
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erklärlich, dass es ein Fehlschluß wäre, beide Stadttychen für Allegorien zweier ver- 
schiedener Stádte zu halten. Vielmehr haben wir es im Gunthertuch mit zwei Aus- 
prägungen der Stadttyche ein und derselben Stadt, d. h. Konstantinopels, zu tun. Soweit 
zunächst zum Kern meiner Deutung des Gunthertuches'® 

Wie angedeutet, hat man verschiedentlich meiner These widersprochen oder den 
Versuch unternommen, sie zu modifizieren. Daher nehme ich gern die Gelegenheit 
wahr, mich hier mit den jeweils vorgebrachten Ansichten kritisch auseinandersetzen zu 
kónnen. 

Ich beginne mit Anna Muthesius, die in ihrem 1997 erschienen Buch über die by- 
zantinische Seidenweberei, das ganz von der handwerklichen Seite der Produktion by- 
zantinische Seidenstoffe her konzipiert worden ist und in einem eigenen Katalogteil 
alle der Verfasserin bekannt gewordenen Seidenstoffe (bzw. ihrer Fragmente) auflistet 
und bespricht, so auch das Bamberger Gunthertuch'”. Muthesius sieht in dem Stück ein 
singuläres Seidengewebe der kaiserlichen Werkstätten, hergestellt in der Zeit Basi- 
leios’ II., vom Anfang des 11. Jahrhunderts. Mit A. Grabar (und J. Beckwith) ist sie der 
Ansicht, das Textil bzw. der Seidenteppich im Bamberger Diózesanmuseum stelle den 
triumphalen Einzug Basileios II. in die Stádte Athen und Konstantinopel nach der Nie- 
derlage der Bulgaren von 1017 даг®. Der Stoff sei aufgrund stilistischer Merkmale 
datierbar in die Jahre zwischen 1017 und 1065, dem Todesjahr des Bischofs Gunther 
von Bamberg. 

Nach dem Hinweis auf die auch von ihr geteilte Interpretation Grabars (und Beck- 
withs) bespricht sie auch kurz meine hiervon abweichende Deutung auf den Triumph 
Johannes' I. Tzimiskes. Dabei fasst sie meine Begründung wie folgt zusammen: ,,He 
noted that the use of two crowns was documented on that occasion too, and he argued 
that the two female personifications represented the Blues and the Greens. But Prin- 
zings's interpretation takes no account of the stylistic evidence." (101). 

Diese Kritik seitens einer handwerklich so sachverständigen Kennerin der Herstel- 
lungstechniken von Seidenstoffen ist insofern enttäuschend, als man sich ja von ihrer 
Seite weniger eine Aussage zur Ikonographie des Bildes als vor allem nähere Auf- 
schlüsse zur Datierung des Stückes aufgrund einer technischen Analyse des Stoffes 
erhofft hätte. Leider aber schweigt sich Muthesius diesbezüglich völlig aus. Das We- 
nige, was sie darüber hinaus zu meiner These sagt, zeigt, dass sie wohl meine Argu- 
mentation nur oberflächlich und fragmentarisch zur Kenntnis genommen hat: meine 


^ C. HOLMES, Basil II and the governance of Empire (976-1025), Oxford 2005, S. 60, Anm. 108 hat 
hier darauf hingewiesen, dass möglicherweise ein Bamberger Seidenstoff mit dem Bild eines kaiserlichen 
Triumphes möglicherweise Basileios II. darstelle bei seinem Einzug 1018 in Athen nach der Annektion von 
Bulgarien, Hierbei hat sie übersehen, dass es sich, wenn überhaupt, nur um den triumphalen Einzug in Kon- 
stantinopel handeln könne. Da sie im anschließenden Klammervermerk u. a. meinen Aufsatz anführt, ent- 
steht der falsche Eindruck, als basiere ihre vorausgehende, hier paraphrasierte Aussage auch auf ihm, was 
nicht der Fall ist. Was in ihrer Anmerkung zutrifft, ist allein der folgende Satz: „An alternative context has 
recently been suggested for the Bamberg silk: a commemoration not of Basil's victory over the Bulgarians, 
as is so often alleged, but instead of John Tzimiskes’ conquest in 971“, aber hier verweist sie in Klammern 
allein auf die hier im folgenden besprochenen Arbeiten von P. STEPHENSON. 


5 A. MUTHESIUS, Byzantine Silk Weaving AD 400 to AD 1200, ed. by E. KISLINGER /J. KODER, Wien 
1997, hier 101-103, nr. 11. 


16 Ebda., 101. 
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Deutung der Stadttychen hat Muthesius jedenfalls (wie später auch Titos Papamas- 
torakis) nicht richtig verstanden und daher in irreführender Verkürzung so wiedergege- 
ben, als hätte ich in ihnen lediglich Personifikationen der Blauen und Grünen gesehen. 

Damit komme ich zur Modifikation meiner These durch Paul Stephenson, vorge- 
bracht zunächst in einem 2001 publizierten Aufsatz über bildliche Darstellungen Basi- 
leios des „Bulgarentöters“, danach auch in seiner Monographie über dessen Legende”. 
Wenn auch Stephenson meiner auf Johannes I. Tzimiskes bezogenen Deutung partiell 
zustimmt und meine Position (soweit er sie referiert) richtig wiedergibt, möchte er die 
Tychen doch anders gedeutet wissen. 

Zwar stimmt auch er mit mir darin überein, dass es sich bei den Tychen angesichts 
ihrer Darstellung vor dem Hintergrund eines blumen- und lorbeergeschmückten Braut- 
gemachs (Konstantinopel) um „Bräute des erobernden Bräutigams Tzimiskes“ („brides 
to Tzimiskes’ conquering bridegroom") handele'*, doch lehnt er meinen Vorschlag, die 
beiden Tychen auf Konstantinopel zu beziehen, ab: Zur Begründung führt er zum einen’ 
an, dass es nicht nur die Grünen und Blauen, sondern auch noch die Weißen und Roten 
gegeben habe, also vier Parteien. Man müsse sich also fragen, warum hier nur zwei 
Tychen dargestellt seien, es fehlten jedenfalls auch die Tychen, die sich den Roten und 
Weißen zuordnen ließen. Denkbar sei, es habe einen zweiten solchen Bildteppich (scil. 
mit den beiden Tychen dieser beiden Parteien) gegeben, ein Gedanke, den Stephenson 
aber nicht weiter verfolgt. Denn die Lósung liege sicherlich darin, dass es sich bei den 
von den Tychen dargebotenen Kronen um zwei bulgarische Kronen handele. 

Somit rekapituliert Stephenson nochmals die Vorgánge bei der Eroberung Bul- 
gariens, insbesondere aber die mit Hilfe góttlichen Eingreifens durch den Heiligen 
Theodoros Stratelates gewonnene Schlacht um Dristra sowie die siegreiche Einnahme 
Preslavs, um dann folgendes zu betonen: Kaiser Johannes' I. Tzimiskes habe mit sei- 
nen vom góttlichen Eingreifen begünstigten Erfolgen, die er durch die Umbenennung 
Preslavs und Dristras in Ioannupolis bzw. Theodorupolis noch unterstrichen habe, sei- 
ne Herrschaftslegitimation (nicht zuletzt in Konstantinopel) stärken können und dies 
auch propagandistisch auszunutzen verstanden. Daher werde, so Stephenson, mögli- 
cherweise mit den Tychen des Gunthertuches auch auf die beiden eingenommenen 
bulgarischen Zentren Preslav-Ioannupolis und Dristra- Theodorupolis, nicht jedoch auf 
Konstantinopel selbst, angespielt: Auf jeden Fall aber stehe eines fest: der enge Bezug 
des Gunthertuches zum Bulgarien-Triumph von 971". 

Mag auch Stephenson's Argumentation auf den ersten Blick bestechend wirken, so 
hat sie doch aus meiner Sicht auch ihre Schwächen: Denn es fragt sich vor allem, wie 
sich seine Projektion der Tychen mit der offenkundigen, auch von Stephenson akzep- 
tierten Brautsymbolik verträgt, die dem Kaiserbild des Gunthertuches inhärent ist: 
Letztere verbindet sich, um dies nochmals zu betonen, mit den zwei Tychen und dem 
floralen Schmuck des Bildhintergrundes, der die Ausschmückung des Brautgemachs 
andeutet, in dem der Bräutigam, d.h. der Kaiser, empfangen wird. Es ist klar, dass das 
gedachte Brautgemach mit dem Inneren derjenigen Stadt gleichzusetzen ist, die den 


7 STEPHENSON, Images (wie Anm. 10), S. 57-63, DERS., The Legend (wie Anm. 3), S. 62-65. 
I$ STEPHENSON, Images (wie Anm. 10), S. 61. 
? DERS., /mages (wie Anm. 10), S. 61 und 62-63; DERS., The Legend (wie Anm. 3), S. 64-65. 
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triumphierenden Kaiser empfängt, also Konstantinopels. Das wiederum bedeutet letz- 
tlich zwingend, dass die beiden Tychen auf Konstantinopel selbst zu beziehen sind. 

Jedenfalls ist in diesem Zusammenhang zu bedenken, dass ja nur diese und keine 
andere Stadt mit der Braut identifiziert werden kann, die den Triumphator in Empfang 
nimmt: Erstens versteht es sich von selbst, dass der Kaiser nur von einer einzigen 
Braut, nicht aber von zwei verschiedenen Bräuten in ihrem Brautgemach empfangen 
werden kann. Und zweitens ist es von der historisch (durch Konstantin VII. Porphyro- 
gennetos oder auch Leon Diakonos)” und dichterisch (durch Theodoros Prodromos, 
Hist. Gedichte IV, V, XI) bezeugten, festlichen, mit einem Blumen- (oder Blüten-)Tep- 
pich und vielen seidenen Wandbehängen vorgenommenen Ausschmückung Konstanti- 
nopels bei triumphalen bzw. feierlichen Einzügen des Kaisers in seine Hauptstadt her 
klar, dass sich eben nur in Bezug auf diese Stadt die Vorstellung entwickeln konnte, sie 
empfange ihn gleichsam als seine Braut (und auch Sklavin bzw. Dienerin: daher barfü- 
fig, wie auf dem Bild!). Schon von daher ist also, wie ich meine, jede Überlegung, die 
Stadttychen auf Preslav und Dristra oder auf irgendein anderes Stádtepaar zu beziehen, 
zum Scheitern verurteilt. 

Aber es kommt eben noch hinzu, dass die Doppelung der Stadttychen es nur schein- 
bar nahelegt, die Stadttychen auf zwei verschiedene Städte zu beziehen. Denn tatsäch- 
lich liefert uns, was Stephenson außer acht gelassen hat, die oben näher ausgeführte 
Interpretation einiger historischer Gedichte des Theodoros Prodromos eine hinreichen- 
de Begründung dafür, dass man aufgrund der speziellen Gewandung der beiden Stadt- 
tychen des Gunterthuches beide Figuren zusammengenommen mit Konstantinopel 
identifizieren kann. (Die Gewandung der Stadttychen auf dem Gunthertuch bezieht 
übrigens die Roten [im unteren Teil des Gewandes der Tyche mit dem blauen Oberge- 
wand)] und die Weißen [analog im unteren Teil des Gewandes der Tyche mit dem grü- 
nen Obergewand mit Untergewand] deutlich sichtbar mit ein: soviel zu den diesbezüg- 
lichen Bemerkungen Stephensons.)^! 

Daraus ergibt sich, dass die Argumentation Stephensons für eine Projektion der Ty- 
chen auf Preslav und Dristra in sich widersprüchlich, nicht schlüssig und insofern 
abzulehnen ist. 

Damit komme ich abschließend zu dem dritten kritischen Beitrag, verfasst von Ti- 
tos Papamastorakis:”” 


2 Die Belege bei PRINZING, Gunthertuch (wie Anm. 1), S. 228 mit Anm. 39 und 40, vgl. aber auch 
oben den Text zu Anm. 7. 


?' Hierauf hatte mich schon bald nach der Veröffentlichung meines Artikels Paul Magdalino brieflich 
hingewiesen, wofür ich ihm herzlich danke. Ergánzend móchte ich hier auch auf das rómische Wagenlen- 
ker-Intarsienbild aus farbigem Marmor der 2.Hälfte des 4. Jh.s hinweisen, auf dem im Hintergrund neben 
der zentralen Wagenlenkerfigur insgesamt vier Reiter der Demen zu sehen sind: jeweils ein Reiter der Ro- 
ten und einer der Blauen (links der zentralen Figur) bzw. einer der Grünen und einer der Weißen (rechts). 
Frappierend ist, dass diese Farbkombination der Reiterpaare derjenigen der dominierenden Gewandfarben 
der Tychen des Gunthertuches genau entspricht! Zum Reiterbild vgl. den Katalog: Costantino il Grande. La 
civiltà antica al bivio tra Occidente e Oriente, a cura die A. DONATI e G. GENTILI, Mailand u. Rimini 2005, 
Nr. 93, S. 265-266. 


22 T. PAPAMASTORAKIS, The Bamberg Hanging Reconsidered, Deltion tes Christianikes Archaiologikes 
Hetaireias 24 (2003), S. 375-392. Der Beitrag von Paul Stephenson war dem Verf. anscheinend noch un- 
bekannt. 
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Ausgehend von einer eingehenderen Beschreibung des Kaiserbildes, d.h. des rei- 
tenden Kaisers sowie der beiden weiblichen Figuren, konstatiert Papamastorakis zu- 
nächst in deren Kleidung, die er als „more or less identical“ bezeichnet, bei den 
schmückenden Beigaben dennoch gewisse Unterschiede, weshalb ihm die rechte Figur 
als primus inter pares erscheint. Ohne náhere Ausdeutung beschreibt Papamastorakis 
sodann die übrigen nicht figuralen Details des Bildes Gunthertuches. Anschließend 
referiert er die „two prevailing opinions“ zur Interpretation des Bildes, zuerst die Gra- 
bars, dann meine. Allerdings beschränkt sich bei ihm das Referat meiner These im we- 
sentlichen auf zwei Punkte: 1. auf die Identifizierung der dem Kaiser überreichten un- 
terschiedlichen regalia mit denen, die nach dem Bericht des Skylitzes im Verlauf des 
triumphales Einzugs Kaiser Johannes’ I. Tzimiskes dem mitgeführten Zaren Boris IL, 
wie oben erwáhnt, abgenommen wurden; und 2. auf meine anhand der Gewandfarben 
Blau und Grün der weiblichen Figuren getroffene (angebliche) Schlussfolgerung, es 
handele sich bei diesen Figuren, die dem Kaiser nun die Tupha und die goldene Krone 
nach seinem Sieg bei Dorostolon (Dristra) 971 darbringen, um die „personifications of 
the two Demes of Constantinople, the Blues and the Greens." (S. 376, vgl. auch S. 378 
und 380). 

Aufgrund der extrem verkürzten Wiedergabe meiner Argumentation bzw. Thesen 
gehe ich wohl kaum fehl in der Annahme, dass Papamastorakis meinen von ihm zitier- 
ten Artikel entweder selber gar nicht oder nur fragmentarisch gelesen hat, sondern ihn 
vielleicht nur (oder überwiegend) mit Hilfe des Referats in dem von ihm ebenfalls (in 
Anm. 1 und 7) zitierten Münchner Katalogeintrag von 1998 rezipiert hat. Dort findet 
sich zwar auch, wie oben dargelegt, eine solche Verkürzung meiner Deutung der Stadt- 
tychen, aber es wird eben für die näheren Details pauschal auf meine Argumentation 
verwiesen”. Wenn es sich bei Papamastorakis anders verhalten sollte, so frage ich 
mich jedenfalls, wieso es ihm entgangen ist, dass ich in meinem Beitrag vor der auf die 
Grünen und Blauen bezogenen Deutung der beiden Tychen deutlich klargemacht hatte, 
dass beide Figuren als Allegorien Konstantinopels aufzufassen sind: 


„Es versinnbildlicht, kurz gesagt den Höhepunkt der imperialen Reconquista auf 
dem Balkan unter Tzimiskes. Die beiden Kronen des Zaren, d.h. die beim Trium 

ausgiebig den Einwohnern der Stadt vorgeführten, bedeutsamsten Trophäen aus 
dem beendeten Feldzug werden hier, wie die vom Triumphzeremoniell her bekann- 
ten Gold- und Lorbeerkränze, dem sich im Glanz seiner eigenen Insignien präsen- 
tierenden Kaiser jeweils von der allegorischen Personifikation der ihn freudig emp- 


? Damit nämlich haben die Autoren des oben (Anm. 2) angeführten Katalogeintrags, B. BORKOPP und 
M. RESTLE, implizit angedeutet, dass sie natürlich nur in Kenntnis meiner Gesamtidentifikation der beiden 
Tychen mit Konstantinopel (als Voraussetzung der weitergehenden These) die von mir schließlich farb- 
bzw. parteibezogene Deutung der Tychen akzeptiert haben. — Weitere Indizien dafür, dass PAPAMASTO- 
RAKIS meinen Aufsatz wohl nur bedingt selber zur Kenntnis genommen oder verstanden hat, sehe ich darin, 
dass er nicht nur bei seiner Diskussion der Frage, welche Funktion der Bamberger Bildteppich gehabt haben 
kónnte (S. 384ff.), die Ausführungen auf S. 230 meines Beitrags (die ihren Ausgang auch schon von dem- 
selben Artikel R. MACRIDES' [von 1980] nahmen, den nun auch Papamastorakis zitiert) ignoriert, sondern 
dass P. auch am Ende seines Beitrags (S.389-392), wo er Überlegungen über die Zeit der Überführung des 
Gunthertuches nach Deutschland und mógliche Bezügen des Gunthertuches zu Werken der ottonischen 
Buchmalerei anstellt, meine knappen Ausführungen hierzu (vgl. bei mir S. 219 und 230) übergeht. 
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fangenden Stadt Konstantinopel gleichsam als «Siegeskrünze» dargebracht.“ 
(S. 227). 


Da Papamastorakis aber diesen Satz ebenso ignoriert wie das, was ich zusätzlich zur 
Begründung meiner These der parteibezogenen Identifizierung der Tychen vor allem 
anhand der Textstellen bei Theodoros Prodromos vorgebracht hatte, glaubt er sogar, 
meine These mit folgendem grammatikalischen Argument abtun zu können: Die Ty- 
chen hätten, wenn man sie mit einer der Parteien (die als demos immer maskulin-śeien) 
identifizieren wollte, als männliche Figuren dargestellt sein müssen (S. 378). Dieses 
Argument geht natürlich völlig ins Leere, da ich die mir unterstellte platte These, die 
Tychen seien nichts anderes als eine Personifikation der Demen, so gar nicht aufge- 
stellt habe. Daher braucht uns dieser Teil der Auseinandersetzung hier nicht weiter zu 
beschäftigen. 

Auf Papamastorakis’ eigenen Deutungsvorschlag hier näher einzugehen, ist nicht 
meine Absicht, doch finde ich sie insgesamt nicht überzeugend: Er bezieht den Kaiser 
auf Nikephoros II. Phokas und die Tychen auf die von diesem Kaiser eroberten Städte 
Mopsuestia [die linke Tyche] und Tarsos [die rechte Tyche], deren Stadttore bei dem 
im Jahr 965 abgehaltenen Triumph mitgeführt und der Kaiser-Stadt Konstantinopel, 
zusammen mit Kreuzfahnen, die man den Arabern wieder abgenommen hat, dediziert 
worden sind. 

Aber auch in diesem Fall, um meinen Beitrag abzuschließen, frage ich mich, wie 
sich Papamastorakis’ Deutung mit dem floralen Bild-Hintergrund, der von ihm nur am 
Rande thematisiert wird (S. 381), und seiner (von Papamastorakis völlig übersehenen) 
durch die Quellen bezeugten Brautgemach-Metaphorik in Übereinstimmung bringen 
lässt. Denn es sei nochmals betont: Die Tychen, die dem Kaiser huldigen, können 
zwangsläufig nur diejenigen der Stadt Konstantinopel (und ihrer Bevölkerung) sein, die 
ihn in ihr Brautgemach einziehen lässt und ihm tänzelnd huldigt. Die Hauptstadt tritt 
aber in diesem Bild, dessen Singularität auch Papamastorakis registriert (S. 384), 
gleichsam „verdoppelt“ auf (dedouble, vgl. das oben, S. 126, Anm. 12 angeführte Zitat 
von G. Dagron), personifiziert durch die zwei Tychen ein- und derselben Stadt. Diese 
unterscheiden sich äußerlich nur geringfügig, hauptsächlich durch die Färbung ihrer 
Gewänder, daneben aber auch in kleineren modischen Abweichungen ihres Schmuckes 
oder ihrer Kleidung (was von Papamastorakis m.E. überbewertet wird). 

Die Tychen verkörpern mithin Konstantinopel, und zwar dergestalt, dass sie indi- 
rekt zugleich auch (was dem Publikum nur durch die dominierende Färbung ihrer Ge- 
wänder signalisiert und vermittelt wird) die schon lange nicht mehr gegeneinander a- 
gierenden, sondern im Zeremoniell gemeinsam und mit offizieller Billigung 
auftretenden Rennbahnparteien dieser Stadt allegorisch repräsentieren, also die sich auf 
die jeweiligen Parteien verteilenden Gruppen seiner Bevölkerung. Nur ein einziges Mal 
in der Geschichte dieser Stadt gab es einen Triumphzug, bei dem der Kaiser, es war 
Johannes I. Tzimiskes, seiner Stadt zwei fremde Herrschaftszeichen von der Art prä- 
sentieren und zum Geschenk machen konnte, wie sie auf dem Gunthertuch zu sehen 
sind. Daher sind es m. E. auch ebendiese Insignien, die man auf dem singulären Gun- 
thertuch erblickt: die Tupha und der Kronreif des seiner Herrschaftsinsignien öffentlich 
entkleideten bulgarischen Zaren Boris II. Da es Tzimiskes war, der sie durch die Ge- 
fangennahme des Zaren Boris II. erbeutet hatte und sie auf seinem exzeptionellen Tri- 
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umph mitführte, werden sie ihm im Bild durch jene zwei Tychen huldigend offeriert, 
die gemeinsam allein Konstantinopel, seine Braut”, allegorisch verkörpern. (Vgl. zu 
diesem Beitrag auch die nachfolgende Abbildung). 





Umzeichnung des Kaiserbildes im sog. Bamberger Guntertuch, erstellt von 5. Kohz 
(Mainz). 


Korrekturnachtrag: 


Inzwischen is ein neuer Beitrag von Marcell Restle zum Guntertuch erschienen, der 
hier vorgetragenen Überlegungen bekräftigt, aber auch ergänzt” 





24 . А 3 А . А ё 
Auch hier sei nochmals unterstrichen, dass es in dieser Vorstellung selbstverständlich auch nur eine 
Braut sein kann, die den Kaiser in ihrem Brautgemach (2 Konstantinopel) empfángt: zwei Tychen ver- 
schiedener Stádte würden dieser Vorstellung komplett widersprechen. 


? M. RESTLE, Das Gunthertuch im Domschatz von Bamberg, (in:) K. BELKE, E. KISLINGER, A. KÜL- 
ZER, M. STASINOPOULOU (Hrsg.), Byzantina mediterranea. Festschrift für Johannes Koder zum 65. Geburt- 
stag, Wien — Köln - Weimar 2007, $. 547-568, mt. 6 Abb. 
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SVJATOSLAV THE GLORIOUS! AND THE BYZANTINE EMPIRE 


Historiography has produced several different portrayals of Svjatoslav, prince of 
Rus'. Some historians regard him as the man who built up the power Kievan Rus and 
sought to extend his rule to almost the whole of Eastern Europe, from Novgorod and 
the upper Volga to the foothills of the Caucasus, as well as Macedonia and Thrace?. 
Others regard him as nothing more than a pugnacious commander who during the de- 
cline of the Viking era led his troops to great battles for the sake of war adventure, 
glory and booty”. 

Historical writings devoted to the relations between Byzantine, Bulgaria and Rus' 
in the years 967-971 are considerable in number, but they are controversial, both as 


' [n adopting this epithet, the author follows the standard set by Hilarion, the metropolitan of Rus’, who 
used it in the 11" century, Svjatoslav was given this ignored sobriquet slavnyj already by his contemporar- 
ies. Also in the 13" century Svjatoslav did not have any regular cognomen, since the Halić-Volhynian 
chronicler called an older Svjatoslav from the 10" с. (sub anno 1254) brave (horobry) to differentiate him 
from many subsequent members of the dynasty (PSRL II; p. 821). 


5 E.g. B.D. GREKOV (1951) and G. VERNADSKY (1954); for a survey of literature on this subject see: 
А.Н. САХАРОВ, Дипломатия Святослава, Moskva 1982, pp. 204-207; А.С. КОРОЛЕВ, История 
межкняжеских отношений на Руси в 40e — 70e годы X века, Moskva 2000, рр. 174-197. The hypothesis 
that Svjatoslav endeavored to build a powerful state of Eastern and Southern Slavs, a hypothesis inspired by 
Slavophil historiography, is still alive, most recently by В.Я. ПЕТРУХИН, Древняя Русь (in:) Из истории 
русской культуры, T. 1, Moskva 2000, pp. 163-164. Byzantine sources present Svjatoslav, a proud, dan- 
gerous and cruel adversary, as a versatile personality; they emphasize not only his talent as a military com- 
mander but also his statesman-like wisdom, his sense of responsibility for his forces, and his preoccupation 
with the success of the concluded trade agreements. Fascination with the personality of the Rus'ian ruler is 
evident in both Byzantine and Slavic miniatures devoted to him. See: I. SEVCENKO, Sviatoslav in Byzantine 
and Slavic Miniatures, (in:) IDEM, Byzantium and the Slavs, Cambridge (Mass.)-Napoli 1991, pp. 231-240. 


* This was the view expressed by N. KARAMZIN (1818), S. SOLOVIEV (1851), G. SCHLUMBERGER 
(1890) and M. HRUSHEVSKY (1913). W. HANAK formulated this opinion in an extreme way, presenting 
Svjatoslav's history as a series of war operations with a dramatic end: defeated at Dorostolon, the hero 
refuses to bear the disgrace, looks for death and finds it in a battle against the Pechenegs. See: W.K. 
HANAK, The Infamous Svjatoslav. Master of Duplicity in War and Peace? (in:) Peace and War in Byzan- 
tium. Essays in Honor of George T. Dennis, S.J., Washington 1995, pp. 138-151. 
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regards to chronology and the course of events’. The standard version of the events of 
967-971 looks somewhat like this: the emperor Nicephorus Phocas (963-969) was car- 
rying on successful campaigns against the Arabs in the east (which resulted in the re- 
covery of Crete, Cilicia, Cyprus and Syria with Antioch) but was faced with the neces- 
sity of defending the remaining Byzantine possessions in Sicily (against the Arabs) and 
in the Appenine peninsula where Byzantine interests were endangered by Otto I's suc- 
cesses”. If the Empire was to achieve success in both east and west, the Balkan hinter- 
land had to function efficiently. However, a crisis endangering the routes from Asia 
Minor to the Adriatic emerged due to a change in the previously peaceful relations with 
Bulgaria, which had protected the empire's Balkan territories against Hungarian incur- 
sions. In order to make Bulgaria more pliable, Nicephorus Phocas asked Svjatoslav, the 
famous conqueror of the Khazars, for help in 967. In 968 the Rus'ian prince defeated 
the Bulgarians and captured many of their strongholds, but he used this victory for his 
own political ends. He became the actual ruler of Bulgaria and, according to a recent 
theory, came to an understanding with Otto I$. Realizing that he was faced with a new 
dangerous adversary, Nicephorus Phocas tried to reach an agreement with the Bulgar- 
ians against Svjatoslav, and in the autumn of 968 was making preparations for a cam- 
paign. He was assassinated, however, and on 11 December 969 John Tzimisces, the 
murderer, became emperor. When he had taken over control of the Empire, the situa- 
tion in the Balkans was extremely complicated because of the wrong political calcula- 
tions of his predecessor. Soon, he was required to stand up to Svjatoslav's troops which 
were approaching the capital, and to put down an insurrection of the Phocas family and 
supporters of the murdered emperor. It was not before the spring of 971 that John 
Tzimisces could launch an offensive against Svjatoslav's forces which also included 
Bulgarians. After three months of heavy fighting he defeated the Rus'ians who, by the 
terms of a peace treaty concluded in July 971, pledged themselves to leave Bulgaria 
and renounce incursions into Byzantine possessions . 


* Disputes over dating have influenced the attempts to reconstruct the events. For the state of research at: 
the beginning of the 20th century see: M. HRUSHEVSKY, The History of Ukraine-Rus', vol. 1, Toronto 
1997, pp. 439-443. For further conclusions see: F. DÖLGER, Die Chronologie des grossen Feldzuges des 
Kaisers Johannes Tzimiskes gegen die Russen, BZ 32, 1932, pp. 275-292, and П.О. КАРЫШКОВСКИЙ, 
О хронологии русско-византийской войны при Святославе, BBp 5, 1952, pp. 127-138, whose conclu- 
sions have been used by A.D. STOKES, The Background and Chronology of the Balkan Campaigns of Svja- 
toslav Igorevich, The Slavonic and East European Review, vol. 40 (No. 94), 1961, pp. 44-57. 


* G. OSTROGORSKY, History of the Byzantine State, New Brunswick 1969, pp. 295-296. It is presented 
in a similar way in popular literature derived from G. Schlumberger's colourful description, see: P.A. 
BLAUM, The Days of the Warlords: A History of the Byzantine Empire A.D. 969-991, Lanham-New York- 
London 1994, pp. 9-10. 


* A.B. НАЗАРЕНКО, Древняя Русь na международных путях, Moskva 2001, pp. 311-338. This ra- 
tionalistic interpretation, developed since 1991, is based on the vision of the Christian Ottonian Empire 
drawing its strength from ancient Rome and extending up to Kiev; while it is not grounded in historical 
sources but was nevertheless widespread in German historiography. In the light of Yahya's chronicle it 
cannot even be accepted as a working hypothesis. 


” The moderate terms of the capitulation show that the victorious Tzimisces correctly evaluated the 
fighting talents of the defeated but still dangerous adversary and did not try to ruin him. See: S. MCGRATH, 
The Battles of Dorostolon. Rhetoric and Reality (in:) Peace and War in Byzantium, Washington, D.C. 1995, 
pp. 152-164. For the text of the treaty: PSRL 1, pp. 72-73. See also: Я. МАЛИНГУДИ, Договор 971 г. 
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This version of the events is based mainly on the work of Leo Diaconus, a Byzan- 
tine historian and a member of the palace clergy?. His History of Byzantium in 950-976 
portrays the Rus’ian prince Svjatoslav as a European barbarian (this is also how Otto I 
was viewed on the Bosphorus), and as a talented, extremely brave and courageous 
commander, but also as a ruthless, cruel and treacherous man. When in 967 he was 
asked by the emperor Nicephorus Phocas to subordinate the Bulgarians to the 
emperor's rule, he began to violate the provisions of the concluded agreement almost 
from the very beginning, treating Bulgaria as his own possession and supporting the 
plot of the Emperor's emissary, patrician Kalokyros of Cherson, a traitor who tried to 
seize the imperial crown for himself (book V, 1-3). 

However, many points in Leo Diaconus' account are open to doubt. It should be 
stressed first and foremost that he viewed the events which he described twenty years 
after they had happened from the position of an intellectual involved in the intrigues 
and inner struggles of those days”. Under the influence of the victory which the Bul- 
garians won against the imperial army in August 986 and the civil war in the Empire in 
987-990, Leo wanted to point out that Basil II’s Rus’ian allies were Svjatoslav’s heirs, 
ready to betray the Empire and turn against it at an opportune moment. Diaconus ideal- 
ized Nicephorus Phocas and John Tzimisces as rulers, contrasting them with Basil, 
whose policy was, in his opinion, leading the Empire to ruin. By asserting that Svja- 
toslav had betrayed Nicephorus Phocas he wanted to show his elite readers how dan- 
gerous it was to draw the Rus’ians into the internal affairs of the Empire. Basil II’s alli- 
ance with the Rus’ian king Vladimir, cemented by a dynastic union, was also disappro- 
ved by the court circles in Constantinople". 

The Byzantine historian committed a serious chronological error when he stated 
that the conflict between Nicephorus Phocas and Svjatoslav had broken out soon after 
Svjatoslav’s arrival in Bulgaria (book V, 2, 3). He asserts this to be in 968, whereas in 
fact Svjatoslav fought against Tzimisces, not against Nicephorus, and the armed con- 


между Русью u Византией, BBp 57, 1997, pp. 58-61; C.M. КАШТАНОВ, Из истории русского средне- 
векового источника. Акты X-XVI вв., Moskva 1996, рр. 14-36. 


8 Extensive parts of his work are devoted to Svjatoslav (books: IV, 5-6; V, 1-3; VI, 8,10-13; УП, 1-6; 
VIII, 1-5, 7-10; IX, 1-2, 6-12). See: Leonis diaconi Caloensis Historiae libri decem, ed. C.B. HASE, Bonn 
1828, pp. 60-61, 75-81, 103, 105-122, 126-134, 137-145, 148-159, with a Latin translation. For Scylitzes' 
account of the war with Rus' see: Johannis Scylitzae Synopsis Historiarum, Rec. I. THURN, Berlin 1973, pp. 
276-277, 287-291, 294-310. Russian translation (ЛЕВ ДИАКОН, История, пер. М.М. КОПЫЛЕНКО, 
Moskva 1988, pp. 36-37, 44-45, 55-66, 68-83) with a detailed commentary by M. SYUZYUMOV and S. 
IVANOV (ibid., pp. 166-226); the annex contains S.A. IVANOV'S Russian translation of respective passages 
from Scylitzes’ work (ibid., pp. 121-132). 


? In his studies beginning with 1916 M. SYUZYUMOV has unmasked the partiality of this chronicler; he 
has pointed out that Leo Diaconus idealized the reigns of Nicephorus Phocas and John Tzimisces, favoured 
the Phocas kin, made use of the chronicle of that aristocratic family, made misleading suggestions as to the 
time of events, and avoided giving concrete dates. Syuzyumov's studies have been recapitulated in: М.Я. 
Сюзюмов, Лев Диакон и его время (in:) Лев Диакон, История, рр. 137-165; see also: С.А. ИВАНОВ, 
Полемическая направленность «Истории» Льва Диакона, BBp 43, 1982, рр. 74-80. For the sources of 
Diaconus' chronicle see: А.П. КАЖДАН, Из истории византийской хронографии X века. 2: Источники 
Льва Диакона и Скилицы для истории третьей четверти Х столетия, ВВр 20, 1961, рр. 106-128. 


© See: A. POPPE, The Political Background to the Baptism of Rus. Byzantine-Russian Relations be- 
tween 986-989, DOP 30, 1976, pp. 212-218. 
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flict and war operations did not take place until 970. The testimony of John Scylitzes, 
who wrote at the end of the 11" century but made use of some other sources in addition 
to Leo Diaconus' work, is unequivocal in this respect. 

The Arab historian Yahya Ibn Said of Antioch, who settled in Antioch in 1015 and 
wrote his chronicle making use of local Greek sources, explains the reasons for a sud- 
den turn in Byzantine-Russian relations after 11 December 968: “When John Tzimisces 
ascended the throne, Bardas, emperor Nicephorus' nephew, rebelled against him 

..Tzimisces learned that the Rus'ians, with whom Nicephorus had concluded an alli- 
ance and with whom he had settled the conditions for a war against the Bulgarians, 
intended to go to war against him, in order to fight and avenge [the assassination of] 
Nicephorus.”' ? Yahya’ s account seems to be a summary of the source used by him, a 
summary which is not free of simplifications and errors (e.g. Tzimisces’ three-month 
expedition to Bulgaria lasted three years), but since all his other accounts are of un- 
questionable reliability and since he correctly dates Tzimisces’ war operation against 
Svjatoslav at the 360th year after al-hidjra (4 November 970 - 23 October 971), there 
is no reason why his facts should be questioned. In the light of his information the 
events can be better reconstructed. 

The conflict between Svjatoslav and Byzantium must have broken out after 
Nicephorus Phocas was overthrown. It was then, in 970, that Svjatoslav marched south 
and his forces reached Arcadiopolis in Thrace where a battle was fought without a de- 
cisive outcome '?, Svjatoslav's withdrawal to Bulgaria (probably in late summer 970) 
may have been connected with the defeat of the Phocas' insurrection against Tzimis- 
ces, an insurrection led by Bardas Phocas, who declared himself emperor but was soon 
defeated. The attempt made by Bardas's father, Leo, to start an uprising in the capital 
collapsed around the same time. Svjatoslav did indeed support the pretender to the im- 
perial crown, but not against Nicephorus, and the man he supported was not Kalokyros 
but the nephew of the emperor Nicephorus, Bardas Phocas, the same who renewed his 
attempt to reach the throne in 987, this time against Basil II. Leo Diaconus, who sym- 
pathized with the Phocas family and in 987-989 was probably well-disposed towards 
the usurper Bardas, did not want to remind his readers of the support the latter had re 
ceived from Svjatoslav. This is why he attributed- the attempt at usurpation to Kalo- 





Il Pointing out that Leo Diaconus and John Scylitzes contradicted each other in their chronicles, 
S. IVANOV has stated he had more confidence in Scylitzes’ information, even though he wrote his chronicle 
à hundred years later; Ivanov has also come to the conclusion that the emperor Nicephorus did not wage 
a war against the Bulgarians in 968; this was Diaconus' invention. See: С.А. ИВАНОВ, Византийско-бол- 
гарские отношения в 966-969 гг., BBp 42, 1981, pp. 88-100. 


? See: Император Василий Болгаробойца. Извлечения из Летописи Яхъи Антиохийского издал, 
перевел и объяснил В.Р. Posen, Санкт-Петербург 1883, рр. 178-182. For Yahya's Arabic text with 
a French translation see: Histoire de Yahya-Ibn-Said d'Antioch, ed. I. KRATCHOVSKY et A.V. VASILIEV, 
Patrologia Orientalis, vol. 18, No.5, Paris 1924, p. 833 (135). 


13 The battle of Arcadiopolis, before and after which detachments of Svjatoslav's allies plundered 
Thrace (cf. Leo, book VII, 9) probably took place in the summer of 970. Contrary to Byzantine boasts, it 
was not a defeat of the Rus’ forces, though it stopped their offensive and made it possible to send Bardas 
Skleros' units to Cappadocia against Bardas Phocas. 
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kyros, who neither in 968 nor later stood any chance of ascending the throne”. It can 
therefore be justifiably assumed that having been a man trusted by Nicephorus, he kept 
supporting Svjatoslav after the emperor's death and together with the Phocas encour- 
aged him to come out against Tzimisces. Kalokyros' ambitions, allegedly supported by 
Svjatoslav, can be regarded as Leo Diaconus' fantasy". 

It can therefore be justifiably stated that Svjatoslav remained a faithful ally of 
Nicephorus Phocas and that after the emperor's death he came out against Tzimisces, 
who was regarded as a usurper by some circles of the Empire's elites. It was only after 
11 December 969 that Svyatoslav launched a new policy towards Bulgaria, not being 
hampered by the terms of an alliance which was no longer valid. The theory that 
Byzantium and Kievan Rus’ waged a war in 968-971 is indefensible. An armed con- 
flict between Byzantium and Rus' did not start until 970, when Tzimisces failed to pre- 
vent it. The aims of Svjatoslav's new policy cannot be explained until the extant 
sources are investigated anew. But it can be safely supposed that the Bulgarian episode 
found its reflection years later in the dynastic plans of the Kievan ruler, Vladimir, and 
his wife porphyrogenita Anne! 

The situation in the Balkans changed radically in 970, as is proved by the switch in 
the Empire's Italian policy made by Tzimisces. After putting under his control the still 
shaky internal situation in the middle of 970, Tzimisces decided to conclude peace with 
Otto I in order to be able to settle matters with Svjatoslav and subordinate Bulgaria. 
The alliance was to be strengthened by Otto's plan to marry his son to a daughter of the 
Byzantine Emperor. Pandulph, prince of Capua and Benevento, who in 969 was taken 
prisoner by the Byzantines, was designated to establish the first contacts. At the end of 
April 971 a delegation headed by the Archbishop of Cologne, Gero, set out for Con- 


'* Not all Byzantines were convinced of the advisability of war operations against the Rus'ians, as is 
indicated by a significant divine intervention in the final result of the battle of Dorostolon: the great martyr 
Theodoros Stratelates appeared in the capital on the eve of the battle and then took part in the fighting, thus 
contributing to the victory. His appearance may have seemed unnecessary in view of the numerical superi- 
ority of the Byzantine army, its better equipment and war technology, and the selflessness of the Byzantine 
warriors during the battle. But since their adversaries were pagan people, divine intervention was an impor- 
tant factor for the emperor and his allies. This means that not all Romaioi approved the war against Rus'. 
cf.: Mc Grath, The Battles, pp. 162-163. This hypothesis is confirmed by the victorious emperor's entry into 
the capital. He refused to come in a gold-adorned chariot and stuck to his chariot an icon of Madonna and 
Child, thus emphasizing that divine protection justified the war against the Rus'ians and Bulgarians. 


? Or the fantasy of his source, the chronicle of the Phocas’kin, who during the civil war of 986-990 was 
also interested in hushing up the contacts they had with Svjatoslav in 970. For additional information on 
Kalokyras see also: POPPE, The Political Background, pp. 222, 223, fn.89. 


1 When Basil II was conquering Bulgaria with a substantial participation of Rus'ian troops, the future 
status of Bulgaria was not yet a foregone conclusion. Svjatoslav's son and his wife who knew Bulgarian 
affairs thoroughly may have been thinking about Kiev's participation in appointing the successor to the 
throne in Preslav. Was this not the reason why the son of Vladimir and Anna, born in c. 990, who was given 
at baptism the name of his grandfather, the emperor Romanus II, was also given the princely name Boris, 
which referred to the tsar Boris who lost the throne in 971 when Svjatoslav was defeated. And was not the 
name Peter, given to the small Svjatopolk at baptism in 988, not connected with the name of the tsar of 
Bulgaria, Peter, who died in 969? Anyhow, it was not Svjatoslav but Tzimisces that deprived Boris II of the 
throne and tokens of royal dignity (see: LEO DIACONUS VIII, 6, IX, 12; pp. 72, 83). For Anna's Bulgarian 
links see: A.B. ПОППЭ, «A om болгарыне Бориса и Глеба» (in:) От древней Руси к России нового 
времени [Festschrift А.Л. ХОРОШКЕВИЧ], Moskva 2003, pp. 72-74. 
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stantinople. Even before Christmas the archbishop presented a report to Otto I on the 
details of the concluded agreement and the marriage contract! ”. In view of the fact that 
Tzimisces returned to the capital from the Danube not earlier than August, the negotia- 
tions with Otto's embassy which settled the details, including the date and ceremonial 
of the marriage, must have taken place in the autumn of 971. After the victory in Bul- 
garia, the successful settlement of Byzantine interests in Italy allowed the emperor to 
renew the armed rivalry with the Fatimids for Syria and Palestine in the summer of 
972. In April 972 Otto II married Theophanu in Rome. She was not a porphyrogenita 
but was the niece of the reigning emperor. This marked a switch in relations between 
Byzantium and the Ottonian Empire". And although there are no foundations to sup- 
pose that Otto had previously had an alliance with Svjatoslav, the presence of Svja- 
toslav in Bulgaria determined Tzimisces’ policy towards the Ottonians, just as in July 
968 it had allowed the Emperor Nicephorus to start operations in Italy. Tzimisces de- 
cidedly abandoned the hostile attitude of his predecessor towards Otto I. 

If the above reflections have some validity, some of the prevailing views concern- 
ing the European-Byzantine scene in the 960s and 970s will have to be revised ^. Svja- 
toslav did not draw the sword to betray the Emperor; this was invented by Leo Di- 
aconus. This false picture was consolidated in the eyes of public opinion by successors 
of the Byzantine historian. Of course, this is neither the first nor the last time that his- 
tory has been created not by facts but by the persons who describe them, adapting them 
to their purposes. 


'7 See W. GEORGI, Ottonianum und Heiratsurkunde 962/972 (in:) Kaiserin Theophanu. Begegnung des 
Ostens und Westens um die Wende des ersten Jahrtausend, Bd. 2, Kóln 1991, pp. 148-154, which also cites 
earlier writings on this subject. 


'8 Researchers have found it difficult to explain this sudden switch. See: K. CIGGAAR and J.M.M. HER- 
MANS, Byzantium and the West in the Tenth Century: some introductory notes (in:) Byzantium and the Low 
Countries in the Tenth Century. Aspects of Art and History in the Ottonian Era, Hernen 1985, 88: "it is 
astonishing that the Byzantine generals, who never refrained from military actions and campaigns, finally 
settled the conflict in Southern Italy by sending a Greek princess." 


The first call for a revision has met no response (A. POPPE, Nie mieczem a piórem: Swietostaw Igo- 
rewicz i Leon Diakon (in:) Cztowiek w spoteczenstwie $redniowiecznym, Warszawa 1997, pp. 341-347). 
However, more attention has been recently paid to Yahya's chronicle and a more critical approach has been 
adopted to Leo Diaconus’ testimony. See: КОРОЛЕВ, Межкняжеские отношения, pp. 189-192. 
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CROWNS FROM THE BASILEUS, CROWNS FROM HEAVEN 


Introduction 


The paper offered in outline here draws attention to just three aspects of imperial 
Byzantine crowns. All three are already in the public domain, but they are usually dis- 
cussed in the separate compartments of diplomacy, internal political history or art history. 
The outline concludes by noting an apparent gap in the evidence, the dearth of a particu- 
lar form of political imagery among the South Slavs and the East Slavs. The gap may be 
illusory: methodological problems inevitably jeopardise arguments e silentio where evi- 
dence is so sparse. So this is an appeal for evidence to break the apparent silentium rather 
than a finished product, and our concluding suggestion is correspondingly tentative. But 
it seems to match what other forms of evidence might lead one to expect of polities 
whose churches had initially been organised under the aegis of the basileus. 

The three aspects of crowns in question are as follows: the emperor's practice of 
bestowing crowns on more or less external potentates; Byzantine portrayals of the em- 
peror receiving a crown (or benediction of his crown) from a celestial being or from 
Above; and representations of non-Byzantine, external, potentates being crowned from 
Above. No attempt is made to offer a full survey of the physical nature of crowns in 
medieval Byzantium or of how they were depicted in Byzantine art. Nor is there sys- 
tematic examination of the role of crowns in Middle Byzantine inauguration-ritual and 
imperial ceremonial. The literature on these interrelated topics is extensive!, and study 


e | am most grateful to Lyn Rodley for casting an art historical eye over the text and for her valuable 
suggestions. I am no less grateful to Natalja Ristovska for helpful bibliographical guidance on matters Ser- 
bian. The errors and omissions that remain are strictly my own responsibility. 


! Fundamental to any study of crowns and their constitutional significance are, respectively, A. GRA- 
BAR, L'empereur dans l'art byzantin: recherches sur l'art officiel de l'empire d'Orient, Paris 1936 (repr. 
London 1971), pp. 112-22, 175-9, 202-05 and O. TREITINGER, Die ostrómische Kaiser- und Reichsidee 
nach ihrer Gestaltung im hófischen Zeremoniell: vom ostrómischen Staats- und Reichsgedanken, Jena 
1938 (repr. Darmstadt 1956), pp. 7-31, 37-8, 231-3. See also, e.g. A. ARNULF, Eine Perle für das Haupt 
Leons VI., Jahrbuch der Berliner Museen 32 (1990), pp. 69-84; ODB, I, pp. 554-5 (M. MCCORMICK); 
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of the subject is complicated by uncertainties and ambiguities: several crowns were 
available for use by members of the imperial regime at any one time; and while the 
crowns worn by the reigning emperors were distinctive, they could wear more than one 
crown on the same day, and the exact difference between the appearance of these 
crowns and the headgear of other legitimate crown-wearers of lowlier status, for exam- 
ple caesars, is uncertain’. Moreover the matching of Byzantine terminology with sur- 
viving depictions of crowns is fraught with difficulty and, in any case, the form of sen- 
ior emperors’ crowns changed over time. Above all, there was ambiguousness as to the 
imperial crown's significance: a distinctive crown was a prerogative of supreme ruler- 
ship and highly conspicuous, but it was not the only item of regalia, and the act of 
crowning by the patriarch or a senior emperor was not the sole element in Byzantine 
inauguration-ritual. Acclamations, rather than the act of crowning could be deemed 
constitutive and, as G. Dagron has emphasised, few successions to senior emperorship 
were undisputed and in practice the tensions of the day affected procedures for inaugu- 
ration: coronation was indispensable, but different permutations of credentials for le- 
gitimate rule were ceremonially emphasised, according to circumstances". Given the 
varied connotations of the crown in Byzantine ceremonial and political imagery, one 
might expect similar ambiguousness among other, ‘barbarian’, regimes, whether as to 
their own or as to Byzantine-derived authority-symbols; and their inauguration-rituals, 
too, might be expected to have been mutable. More surprising would be to find any- 
thing like a pattern in external potentates' approach to such symbols, whether in their 
adoption from Byzantium of imagery involving crowns, or in their apparent forbear- 
ance from doing so. 


Crowns from the emperor 


Firstly, then, a few remarks about a diplomatic practice which merits a separate, 
full-length, study of its own — the emperor's despatch to, or bestowal upon, other ex- 
ternal figures of headgear or other insignia denoting senior status or some form of po- 
litical leadership. That this went on as a matter of course in the Middle Byzantine pe- 
riod is suggested by Constantine VII’s treatise on imperial military expeditions. 
Among the numerous items which the travelling court is to have in stock are various 
purple-dyed head-coverings (epirhrhiptaria) ‘of first, second and third (quality)’ for 


L. RODLEY, Byzantine art and architecture: an introduction, Cambridge 1994; H. MAGUIRE, Images of the 
court, (in:) The glory of Byzantium: art and culture of the middle Byzantine era, AD 843-1261, H.C. 
EVANS and W.D. WIXOM (ed.), New York 1997, pp. 185-8; J. OTT, Krone und Krónung: Die Verheissung 
und Verleihung von Kronen in der Kunst von der Spätantike bis um 1200 und die geistige Auslegung der 
Krone, Mainz 1998; G. DAGRON, Emperor and priest, tr. J. BIRRELL, Cambridge 2003, pp. 215-18; P. 
STEPHENSON, The legend of Basil the Bulgar-slayer, Cambridge 2003, pp. 56-64; N. KOUTRAKOU, Litho- 
manés hyparchón. Le revers de la médaille: pierres précieuses signe de prestige et d'injure, Byz. 75 
(2005), pp. 258-9, 263-4, 266-76. See also G. PRINZING, Nochmals zur historischen Deutung des Bamber- 
ger Gunthertuches auf Johannes Tzimiskes, in this volume. 


* For the crowning of the caesar with what is termed a perikephalaion or stephanos, see DC, 11.52(43), 
ed. REISKE, I, pp. 218-20, 222-5; ed. and tr. VOGT, II, pp. 27-8 and n. 1, 29-32. 


| DAGRON, Emperor and priest, pp. 21-40, 54-83, 192-9. See also M. MCCORMICK, Analyzing imperial 
ceremonies, JOB 35 (1985), pp. 1-20. 
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the emperor to confer on refugees or send to distinguished foreigners’. Such conferrals 
do not receive much attention in Byzantine narratives, and we have equally scant evi- 
dence as to the interpretation which recipients placed upon them, as honorific emblems 
of their membership of the empire, or recognition of their headship of a grouping or 
people, as more or less autonomous rulers. The conferral of headgear and other author- 
ity-symbols could be given sundry meanings by donor and recipient, since it amounted 
to the presentation of gifts, and an act of gift-giving was in any case open to different 
interpretations. What the donor of insignia regarded as the conferring of rank might 
appear to the recipient to be a counter-gift or payment for services rendered, without 
imposing upon him any sense of further obligations”. Such ambiguities, leaving it for 
the recipient to prize vestments and other items as symbols of high rank within the im- 
perial order or as emblems of self-sufficient authority, fitted well enough with the in- 
terests of 1mperial diplomacy, so long as certain types of vestments and insignia re- 
mained the prerogative of the emperor alone. A potentate based on or beyond the 
fringes of effective imperial power might be humoured with a variant of the forms of 
insignia more regularly conferred upon senior-officeholders, or he might be dignified 
with an authority-symbol freshly concocted for the occasion. Neither the improvised 
nature of such grants of insignia to outsiders nor the act of bestowing them have left 
much trace in Byzantine narratives or official records. The empire's interests were best 
served by passing over in silence sweeping ad hoc concessions to ‘barbarians’, thereby 
lessening the risk of creating citable precedents®. Yet spectacular, if enigmatic, author- 
ity-symbols would be the corollary to the medley of flatteringly grandiose terms for 
addressing foreign notables listed in Constantine VII’s Book of Ceremonies’. Much as 
outright gifts for donation to foreigners were stockpiled in the Great Palace, so, too, 


* CONSTANTINE VII PORPHYROGENITUS, Three treatises on imperial military expeditions, ed. and tr. 
J.F. HALDO, Vienna 1990, pp. 110-11. 


* On gift-giving in Byzantine diplomacy, see e.g. R. CORMACK, But is it art?, J. SHEPARD and S. 
FRANKLIN ed., (in:) Byzantine diplomacy, Aldershot 1992, pp. 228-31, 236; J. LOWDEN, The book as dip- 
lomatic gift, (in:) ibidem, pp. 249-60; P. SOUCEK, Byzantium and the Islamic East, (in:) Glory of Byzan- 
tium, ed. EVANS and WIXOM, pp. 404-09; A. CUTLER, Gifts and gift exchange as aspects of the Byzantine, 
Arab and related economies DOP 55 (2001), pp. 247-78; G. PRINZING, Zum Austausch diplomatischer 
Geschenke zwischen Byzanz und seinen Nachbarn in Ostmittel- und Siidosteuropa, Mitteilungen zur spütan- 
tiken Archáologie und byzantinischen Kunst 4 (2005), pp. 139-71; F. TINNEFELD, Mira varietas: Exquisite 
Geschenke byzantinischer Gesandtschaften in ihrem politischen Kontext (8.-12. Jh.), Mitteilungen zur 
spätantiken Archäologie und byzantinischen Kunstgeschichte 4 (2005), pp. 121-137; KOUTRAKOU, ‘Litho- 
manés hyparchön’, pp. 264-5. More generally on the expectations generated by gift-giving in pre-industrial 
societies, see M. MAUSS, The gift: forms and functions of exchange in archaic societies, tr. I. CUNNISON, 
London 1969; and, for application of anthropological findings to medieval societies, see contributions to, 
Negotiating the gift: pre-modern figurations of exchange, ed. G. ALGAZI et al., Góttingen 2003, e.g. S.D. 
WHITE, Service for fiefs or fiefs for service, ibidem pp. 62-98, B.H. ROSENWEIN, Francia and Polynesia: 
rethinking anthropological strategies, ibidem pp. 361-79; F. CURTA, Merovingian and Carolingian gift 
giving, Speculum 81 (2006), pp. 671-9. 


? On the limited opportunities that the conduct of diplomacy gave for composition of narrative histories 
under imperial auspices, see J. SHEPARD, The uses of "history" in Byzantine diplomacy: observations and 
comparisons, (in:) Porphyrogenita: essays on the history and literature of Byzantium and the Latin East in 
honour of Julian Chrysostomides, ed. C. DENDRINOS et al., Aldershot 2003, pp. 101-02, 113-14. 


7 DC, П.46 ed. REISKE, I, p. 679. 


141 


Jonathan Shepard 


probably, were items that could pass for authority-symbols, while the imperial work- 
shops were capable of designing and manufacturing items for particular occasions?, 
Similarly the ‘clever excuses’ recommended by Constantine for fobbing off outsiders’ 
demands for imperial *vestments' and ‘crowns’ imply the frequency of gifts of slightly 
less precious garments and headgear which, while not reserved for the imperial house, , 
could easily be supposed by recipients to have connotations of authority”. 

It is, then, understandable that medieval Byzantine emperors, ever apprehensive of 
simultaneous threats on more than one front, found it expedient to despatch to potential | 
adversaries or allies sumptuous gifts and also authority-symbols from time to time. 
Whether the latter were taken for marks of recognition, confirmation of pre-existing | 
elevated status and rightful rulership, or insignia of office within the imperial order, the 
despatch of such items enacted the emperor's role as fount of legitimate authority on ' 
earth. And, at least to those recipients who were Christians, the emperor's conferral of 
authority-symbols appeared consistent with his claim to a special relationship with: 
God, concretising his unique role as intermediary between God and mankind. There is 
independent evidence from a non-Christian source that the basileus was viewed as dis- 
penser of crowns to other peoples. He was termed 'the only sovereign of Jesus' faith, 
authorised to [distribute] thrones and crowns' in Egyptian Mamluk protocols for ad- 
dressing the emperor in the later thirteenth century, according to a collection of Mam- 
luk address-formulae’’. This is, admittedly, evidence from a later period and not of 
official Byzantine coining. One might argue that it is just a figure of speech: there is no 
evidence of 'thrones' being physically distributed by the emperor to other potentates! 
Yet the Mamluk protocol formulates accurately the emperor's claim to be the fount of 
authority, to whom other Christian rulers were indebted for their right to rule over their 
own subjects. 

The actual despatch of physical crowns — insignia denoting virtual if not full auto- 
поту — is most unlikely to have occurred on a regular basis. On the one hand, a well- 
established external ruling house would not have found it palatable or expedient re- 
peatedly to display dependency upon the basileus and, on the other, a truculent or per- 
sistently precarious line of potentates would not have been rated worthy of insignia 
denoting virtual self-sufficiency. Concessions of particularly honorific authority- 
symbols were, like other exceptional diplomatic concessions, generally ignored in 
Byzantine narrative sources. Such 'air-brushing' from the record was not so easy in the 
case of spectacular concessions made virtually on the Byzantines’ doorstep, for exam- 
ple the ceremonial encounter between Symeon of Bulgaria and the patriarch acting as 
regent for the infant Constantine VII in 913. Hence, probably, the emphatic denial in 
imperially-inspired Byzantine sources that Symeon was crowned by Nicholas Mystikos 


* For ап inkling of the de luxe goods available to the emperor for diplomatic gift-giving, see O. 
GRABAR, The shared culture of objects, (in:) Byzantine court culture from 829 to 1204, ed. H. MAGUIRE, 
Washington, DC 1997, pp. 115-29 and above n. 5. On the imperial workshops, see ODB, II, pp. 774-5 (A. 
Kazhdan); ibidem, Ш, p. 2226 (C. Mango); J. SHEPARD, Goods, gods and guidelines, (in:) Blackwell com- 
panion to Byzantine studies, ed. L. JAMES, Oxford 2008, (forthcoming). 


? DAL рр. 66-7. 


* Translated іп D.A. KOROBEINIKOV, Diplomatic correspondence between Byzantium and the Mamluk 
sultanate in the fourteenth century, Al-Masaq 16 (2004), pp. 58-9. 
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with a stemma: the ‘barbarian’ was reportedly fobbed off with the patriarch's own 
epirhrhiptarion, and thus failed to receive any incontestably royal or imperial symbol 
of authority''. Alternatively, and less demeaning to ‘Roman’ dignity, a ceremonial per- 
formed by the emperor at Constantinople could be represented as essentially the exer- 
cise of imperial hegemony over another figure in power, even while honouring him. 
Thus, for example, in the early 520s King Zathios of the Lazes was crowned by Em- 
peror Justin, being invested with ‘а Roman imperial crown (stephanis) and a white 
cloak of pure silk’; the latter had in its middle ‘a true purple portrait medallion with a 
likeness of the emperor Justin'. Zathios was married to the daughter of a patricius and 
sent back to Caucasus as, in effect, a client-king'”. Likewise the Bulgar leader Tervel 
received the dignity of caesar in return for helping Justinian II regain the throne in 705. 
This would have entailed the conferral of a crown, probably what Constantine VII’s 
Book of Ceremonies terms a perikephalaion or stephanos, and entitled the recipient to 
the performance of proskynesis". Tervel is shown on a lead seal wearing a orm of 
crown, with the legend (in Greek): ‘Mother of God, help the caesar Tervel’'*. And a 
Byzantine source — ill-disposed towards Justinian — records that Tervel received 
proskynesis together with the emperor’. 

Thus the bestowal of exceptionally elevated honours on ‘barbarian’ potentates at 
Constantinople itself could very occasionally leave its mark on Byzantine sources, es- 
pecially those sources hostile towards the imperial government responsible. Conces- 
sions of outstanding dignities in the form of authority-symbols delivered through em- 
bassies to faraway regimes were more likely to pass wholly unmarked in Byzantine 
sources. Geographical distance anyway left room for divergent interpretations between 
donor and recipient as to the symbol’s significance. But situations did arise where 
Byzantium stood to gain from recognising an external potentate as a monarch, while 
trying to bring him beneath the basileus’ aegis. It is probably no accident that our 
physical evidence relates to the edges of Byzantium’s sphere of influence, to buffer- 
zones where alternative sources of legitimisation were on offer. Armenian sources re- 
count Basil I’s despatch of a crown in recognition of Ashot I Bagratuni as ‘prince of 


'' THEOPHANES CONTINUATUS, Chronographia, ed. I. BEKKER, Bonn 1838, p. 385. Extant Byzantine 
sources seem to me to provide disinformation about an ad hoc concession, concocted after the event, but 
scholarly discussion continues. Compare J. SHEPARD, Symeon of Bulgaria — Peacemaker, Annuaire de 
l'Université de Sofia "St. Kliment Ohridski", Centre de Recherches Slavo-Byzantines "Ivan Dujéev" 83.3, 
(1989 [1991]), pp. 21-2; A. NIKOLOV, Politicheska misäl v rannosrednovekovna Bälgariia (sredata na IX - 
kraia na X vek), Sofia 2006, pp. 134-8. 


? J. MALALAS, Chronographia, XVII.9, ed. I. Thurn, CFHB 35, Berlin and New York 2000, p. 340; 
The chronicle of John Malalas, tr. E. JEFFREYS et al., Melbourne 1986, p. 233. Besides serving as author- 
ity-symbols, crowns could symbolise quasi-familial ties and a marriage-alliance, since crowns of some sort 
were already being placed over the heads of couples at elite Byzantine weddings from the sixth century 
onwards: ODB, II, p. 1306 (G. Vikan). 


" According to Constantine, a newly-created caesar received proskynesis, unlike a nobelissimos: DC 
П.53(44), ed. REISKE, I, p. 229; ed. and tr. VOGT, II, p. 36. 


“ С. ZACOS and A. VEGLERY, Byzantine lead seals, Basel 1972, 1.3, no. 2672, p. 1441; Plates, plate 
176, no. 2672; I. IORDANOV, Korpus na pechatite na srednovekovna Bälgariia, Sofia 2001, no. 5, p. 19. 


* NIKEPHOROS, Short History, ed. and tr. C. MANGO, CFHB 13, Washington, DC 1990, pp. 102-05. 
See further PRINZING, Zum Austausch, pp. 140-1. 
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princes” of the Armenians in 885. He was responding to the Abbasid caliph's recent 
recognition of Ashot's kingly status and bestowal of 'a royal crown’!°. What was 
probably a crown was also sent to Géza of Hungary not long after his marriage to a 
Byzantine noblewoman. Two enamel plaques from the crown showed, respectively, 
Michael VII and his son and co-emperor Constantine wearing stemmata, while another 
plaque showed Géza wearing a less-than-imperial crown but with similar gestures and 
pose to the етрегогѕ’!'. Géza had overthrown his cousin Salomon in, probably, March 
1074 and his polity lay within the sphere of the western emperor and papal ecclesiasti- 
cal jurisdiction, Thus the basileus seems to have presented a usurper with demonstra- 
ble, highly public, warranty of the legitimacy of his regime, highlighting Géza's royal 
status with the enamel depicting his crown and cross-topped staff accompanied by a 
legend, calling him by the Graecised Slavic term used of the Hungarian ruler, krales'”. 
Michael's heaven-sent credentials for conferring royal status are signalled by the posi- 


tion which the plaque showing him occupied, on the opposite side of the crown from 


his divine counterpart, Christ”. The plaques' very positioning represented a hierarchy, 


'6 The caliph’s gift of a ‘royal crown' and the subsequent coronation of Ashot by Catholicos George II 
is mentioned by YOVHANNES DRASKHANAKERTS'I (Yovhannes V), tr. K. MAKSOUDIAN, Yovhannes 
Drasxanakertc ‘т, History of Armenia, Atlanta, GA 1987, p. 128. However, the despatch of a crown by Basil 
I is mentioned only by thirteenth-century writers, Vardan Arewelc'i and Kirakos Ganjakec'i, and not by 
contemporary sources such as Yovhannes; the historicity of the despatch of any crown by Basil is accord- 
ingly doubted by L. JONES, The visual expression of Bagratuni rulership: ceremonial and portraiture, Re- 
vue des études arméniennes n.s. 28 (2001-02), pp. 371-3. She suggests that Vardan and Kirakos were regis- 
tering contemporary rather than ninth-century practice. While it is very unlikely that Basil sent Ashot a 
stemma, the exigencies of the moment could well have prompted despatch of some form of headgear to 
betoken the title of ‘prince of princes', countering the regalia sent by the caliph. Emergencies could precipi- 
tate such one-off measures, as (most probably) with the conferral of a crown betokening the dignity of cae- 
sar given to Tervel, and also with the crowning of Tsar Symeon. Byzantine sources' silence about the hon- 
ouring of Ashot in 885 is characteristically complete, while non-Chalcedonian Armenian churchmen such 
as Yovhannes Draskhanakerts'i had no interest in mentioning insignia sent by the basileus — insignia which, 
in any case, failed to enter the canon of Bagratuni coronation-ritual. Yovhannes' report of the Abbasid gov- | 
ernor's investiture of Gagik Artsruni as king of Vaspurakan with ‘something like a crown’ suggests his 
alertness and aversion to unwelcome potential regalia: YOVHANNES DRASKHANAKERTS'I, tr. MAKSOU- 
DIAN, pp. 162-3; JONES, Visual expression, 357-8. In the case of headgear arriving from the basileus, 
Yovhannes' response could well have been one of silence. 


7 J, DEER, Die heilige Krone Ungarns, Österreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften Philosophisch.- 
Historische Klasse Denkschriften 91, Vienna 1966 at pp. 35-6, 81-2, Tafel III, VI, VII. Deér's arguments 
that these plaques did not originally belong to a crown have yet to be refuted, but equally they are not them- 
selves conclusive and the manufacture of an enamel portraying Géza as crowned suggests that the plaques 
and the object to which they were attached were designed for public display. This would befit a crown 
rather better than the chest or reliquary proposed by Deér, whether the crown was destined for Géza or his 
bride: J. SHEPARD, Byzantium and the steppe nomads: the Hungarian dimension, (in:) Byzanz und Ostmit- 
teleuropa 950-1453, ed. G. PRINZING and M. SALAMON, Wiesbaden 1999, pp. 73-5, 81-3. See also 
RODLEY, Byzantine art, pp. 238, 240, fig. 195, p. 239; Europas Mitte um 1000. Katalog, III, ed. A. WIE- 
CZOREK and H.-M. HINZ, Darmstadt 2000, no. 27.01.08, pp. 534-5 (E. KISS); PRINZING, Zum Austausch, 
p. 152. 


'8 A. BAYER, Die Byzanzreise des Erzbischofs Gebhard von Salzburg, BZ 96 (2003), pp. 515-20. 


P E. TRAPP et al., Lexikon zur byzantinischen Gräzität besonders des 9.-12. Jahrhunderts, fasc. 4, 
Vienna 2001, p. 879. 


? DEER, Die heilige Krone Ungarns, p. 81. 
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the legitimacy of Géza as a krales being affirmed, but on a lowlier plane from that of 
the basileus. A nimbus encircles the crowns of Michael and Constantine, unlike that of 
Géza. By implication, Michael is Christ's deputy in distributing crowns on earth. 


Representations of the emperor being invested with authority from Above 


The second facet of imperial crowns worth attention is that of figural representa- 
tions of the emperor receiving a crown from a celestial being. Such full portrayals of 
the emperor being invested with insignia of authority from Above seem quite rare in 
Byzantine or Byzantine-inspired art before the later ninth century. This impression 
probably owes something to the widespread destruction of ‘idols’ during the iconoclast 
era, and no new image of the emperor in divine company will have been created then. 
But the subsequent proliferation of such portrayals cannot be put down wholly to acci- 
dents of survival?! The earliest datable representation of a crown being bestowed on a 
post-iconoclast emperor by a saint, Christ or unseen power occurs in a de luxe manu- 
script which was, most probably commissioned by Patriarch Photios for presentation to 
Basil I in the early 880s. Basil is shown receiving a crown from the angel Gabriel and 
the labarum from the prophet Elijah". The imagery was laden with implications as to 
the pre-ordained and legitimate basis for Basil's rule and it probably expresses the po- 
litical thinking of Photios?. To portray Basil as owing his crown to heavenly powers 
was politic when, in fact, the sovereign who had crowned him co-emperor, Michael III, 
had been murdered in a palace coup in 867. The bloody usurpation that brought Basil 
to supreme rule fostered various forms of apologia that he was God's elect, for exam- 
ple, the parallels drawn between Basil and David, another low-born person whose mer- 
its and divine sanction had brought him kingship. The imagery of the bestowal of the 
crown from „heaven upon Basil and (by implication) his successors belongs among 
these forms” 

The codex illumination of Basil receiving a crown from Gabriel registered political 
thinking among the ruling elite, but it hardly amounted to propaganda disseminated 
beyond court circles. Nor is there much comparable imagery of divine investiture or 


21 Pagan Roman, early Christian and even iconoclast emperors could, however, be shown receiving vic- 
tory garlands, or benediction from the Hand of God, and the earliest Christian emperors were also shown in 
the presence of angelic personifications of victory and virtue: GRABAR, L'empereur dans l'art, pp. 41-8, 
113-15, 160-2; OTT, Krone und Krónung, pp. 46-50, 61. Justinian and Theodora were shown on silk- 
hangings in St Sophia with the hands of, respectively, Christ and the Mother of God placed on their heads: 
Paul the Silentiary, Ekphrasis tou naou tes Hagias Sophias, (in:) Johannes von Gaza und Paulus Silen- 
tiarius. Kunstbeschreibungen justinianischer Zeit, ed. P. FRIEDLÄNDER, Leipzig-Berlin 1912, pp. 249-50. 
On the various other connotations of depictions of coronation, see also C. WALTER, The iconographical 
sources for the coronation of Milutin and Simonida at Gracanica, (in:) L'art byzantin au début du ХГУ 
siècle, Symposium de Gračanica 1973, Belgrade 1978, pp. 183-200; M. SMORAG RÓZYCKA, Bizantynsko- 
ruskie miniatury Kodeksu Gertrudy, Cracow 2003, pp. 78, 81-3. 


2 GRABAR, L'empereur dans l'art, pp. 115, n. 3, 116-17; RODLEY, Byzantine art, pp. 180-1; OTT, 
Krone und Krönung, p. 77, no. 66 (b), p. 280, plate XX.66 (b); L. BRUBAKER, Vision and meaning in ninth- 
century Byzantium: image as exegesis in the homilies of Gregory of Nazianzus, Cambridge 1999, pp. 158-9 
and fig. 5. 


? BRUBAKER, op. cit., pp. 159, 236-8, 412-16. 
* BRUBAKER, op. cit., pp. 147, 162-3, 178, 185-93. 
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benediction of the emperor that is firmly datable to the later ninth or beginning of the 
tenth centuries. One item from this period is the ivory carving that shows the Mother of 
God adding a jewel to the crown of Leo VI. According to some scholars this decorated 
the tip of an ivory sceptre”. The carving was anyway very small-scale, and few can 
have seen it close-up. Only in the tenth century was the motif of a ruler receiving his 
crown from — or being invested with authority by — a celestial entity circulated widely 
at governmental initiative. The motif received widespread currency in a literal sense 
when it appeared on coins. It is significant that Alexander (912-13) was the first em- 
peror shown being crowned by a full-length heavenly figure, probably his namesake, St 
Alexander. The visible association of the emperor with his patron saint served to justify 
the lack of any portrayal of Alexander's infant nephew and co-emperor, Constantine 
VII Porphyrogenitus” . In this and other cases during the tenth century, displays of di- 
rect celestial endorsement were used for regimes whose origins or dynastic manoeu- 
vrings made their legitimacy questionable. This is evident in, for example the represen- 
tation of Romanos I Lekapenos being crowned by Christ. It occurs on two types of 
gold coins at a time of political uncertainty, when Romanos was trying to edge Con- 
stantine VII aside in favour of his eldest son, Christopher. By portraying himself as 
Christ-crowned, Romanos was trying to offset Constantine’s advantage in having been 
‘born in the purple’, and thus able to claim divine approval for his very conception? 
Once he had ousted the Lekapenoi from the great palace, Constantine VII under- 
standably chose to flaunt his own credentials. He was termed ‘Porphyrogenitus’ on the 
legend of the commonest type of his silver coins, rather than shown being crowned”, 
But the motif of the emperor being crowned by Christ or other celestial beings became 
engrained in tenth-century Byzantine political culture. It was even used in certain me- 
dia for Constantine, whose legitimacy was not in serious doubt, as well as on the coins 
of military commanders who intruded themselves onto the throne? The outstanding 
quality of the ivory plaque showing Constantine being crowned by Christ suggests its 
manufacture in imperial circles. The celebrated psalter-illumination of Basil II being 


25 Discussion in Glory of Byzantium, ed. EVANS and WIXOM, no. 138, pp. 201-02. See also RODLEY, 
Byzantine art, p. 171; OTT, Krone und Krönung, р. 77, по. 76, p. 282, plate XXII.76; BRUBAKER, Vision 
and meaning, p. 397 and fig. 177 on p. 398. 


26 р, GRIERSON, Catalogue of the Byzantine coins in the Dumbarton Oaks collection and in the Whitte- 
more collection, vol. III, Washington, DC 1973, pp. 523-4; plate XXXV, Alexander: 2.1, 2.2. 


7 GRIERSON, Catalogue of Byzantine coins, Ш, рр. 534, 544-6; plate XXXVI, Constantine VII: 5.1, 
5.2, 6.1, 6.2; G. DAGRON, Nés dans la pourpre, Travaux et mémoires 12 (1994), pp. 105-42. 


*8 GRIERSON, Catalogue of Byzantine coins, Ш, pp. 520, 527, 557-8; plate XXXVII, Constantine VII: 
21.1, 21.8, 21.20. 


? For coins showing Nikephoros II Phokas and John Tzimiskes respectively in the presence of the 
Mother of God and being crowned by her, see GRIERSON, Catalogue of Byzantine coins, III, pp. 583-5, 589, 
592-6; plates XLI, Nikephoros II: 4.1, 4.2, 4.7, 4.10, 5.1; plates XLII, John I: la, 1b, Ic, 2.1, 3.2, 3.3, 5.2, 
5.3, 5.4; John I Tzimiskes: 3.7, 4b, 5a, 6a.3, 6b, 6c. 


9 RODLEY, Byzantine art, p. 171 and fig. 130; Glory of Byzantium, ed. EVANS and WIXOM, no. 140, 
pp. 203-04; OTT, Krone und Krönung, p. 78, no. 81, p. 283, plate XXIIL81; SMORAG RÓZYCKA, Bizantyn- 
Sko-ruskie miniatury, p. 81 and fig. 47. 
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crowned and receiving a spear from angels was commissioned in court circles”!, and 
representations of emperors having their crowns bestowed or blessed by Christ or other 
heavenly figures became prominent in official imagery of the eleventh and twelfth cen- 
turies. For example, a Gospel-book frontispiece depicted John II Komnenos and his 

son and co-emperor Alexios receiving ( crowns from Christ, a type of representation that 
has been termed ‘dynastic coronation’””. As noted above, crowns were placed over the 
heads of couples at wedding ceremonies and this practice is evoked on an ivory plaque 
commemorating the match of Romanos II and Bertha-Eudocia. The bride and groom, 
still children during their brief marriage in the 940s though here portrayed as adults, 
stand before Christ, who lays His hands on their crowned heads”. The plaque, intimat- 
ing divine sanction for the conception of their future offspring, a prerogative of the 
*purple-born', was probably manufactured in an imperial workshop; it may well have 
been designed for dissemination, rather than storage in some palace treasury. 


Representations of heavenly crownings to the west, south and east 
of the Byzantine empire 


The third facet of imperial crowns worth considering here is the fact that representa- 
tions of rulers receiving their crowns — or having them blessed — from Above appear in 
the political imagery of several regimes on the fringes of the Byzantine world. The 
theme seems to have been taken up quite soon after it became current in Byzantine po- 
litical culture. No comprehensive survey will be attempted, nor can the local circum- 
stances attending each occurrence be investigated here. Our aim is merely to note the 
appearance of representations of the divine crowning of rulers on three sides of the 
empire, to reaffirm the view of art-historians that the theme derived from Byzantium, 
and to stress the speed with which it was taken up in these peripheral societies. 

The most suggestive evidence as to how Byzantine political imagery was transmit- 
ted to other power-centres is provided by an ivory plaque now in the Musée de Cluny. 
Emperor Otto II and Theophano are shown receiving crowns from Christ, in poses very 
similar to those of Romanos II and Bertha-Eudocia on the plaque mentioned above. 
The plaque was almost certainly made by a craftsman in Italy, in commemoration of 
the marriage-tie between Otto and Theophano, the niece of John I Tzimiskes”. The 


*' Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, gr. 17, f. 2r; GRABAR, L'empereur dans l'art, pp. 115-16, plate 
XXIIL.1; RODLEY, Byzantine art, p. 189 and fig. 149; Glory of Byzantium, ed. EVANS and WIXOM, p. 186; 
OrT, Krone und Krönung, pp. 66-7, no. 117, p. 289, plate XXXII.117; STEPHENSON, Legend of Basil, pp. 
51-3. 


2 GRABAR, L'empereur dans l'art, pp. 119-20 and plate XXIV.2; Glory of Byzantium, ed. EVANS and 
WIXOM, no. 144, pp. 209-10; OTT, Krone und Krónung, p. 103, no. 197, p. 302, plate L.197; SMORAG 
RÓZYCKA, Bizantynsko-ruskie miniatury, pp. 83, 87 and fig. 51, p. 85. 


? A. CUTLER, The date and significance of the Romanos ivory, (in:) Byzantine east, Latin west: art- 
historical studies in honor of Kurt Weitzmann, ed. C. MOSS and K. KIEFER, Princeton, NJ 1995, pp. 605- 
14; A. CUTLER, A Byzantine triptych in medieval Germany and its modern recovery, Gesta 37 (1988), p. 3, 
fig. 4 on pp. 5, 9-10; OTT, Krone und Krönung, pp. 90-2, no. 279, p. 316, plate LXXI.279. 


# Glory of Byzantium, ed. EVANS and WIXOM, no. 337, pp. 499-501; OTT, Krone und Krönung, pp. 88- 
92, no. 92, pp. 284-5, plate XXV.92; Europas Mitte, ed. WIECZOREK and HINZ, II, fig. 502 on p. 781; 
SMORAG RÓZYCKA, Bizantyrisko-ruskie miniatury, p. 99 and fig. 67. 
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figure shown performing proskynesis at the bottom left of the plaque is identifiable as 
John Philagathos, an ambitious Italo-Greek who entered the imperial couple's circle 
and became a mentor to their small son, Otto III. Philagathos' presence on the plaque 
suggests that he was its commissioner, and the work can hardly have been executed 
after the death of Otto П, in December 983%. The iconography's resemblance to the 
plaque showing Romanos and Bertha-Eudocia is so close that the carver may be pre- 
sumed to have had a figural representation, if not an ivory copy (or even the original), 
of the Byzantine-made plaque before his eyes, serving as his model. Presumably John 
Philagathos himself was the provider of this representation or copy. He is rather likelier 
to have come by this in Ottonian court circles than in his native Calabria, where his 
origins are obscure. So one may reasonably suppose that a version of the earlier plaque 
had arrived in the west as a diplomatic gift, perhaps from Constantine VII to his in-law, 
King Hugh of Italy. Hugh had already received a generous consignment of vestments 
and costly vessels from Romanos I, if the prescriptions in a text incorporated into the 
Book of Ceremonies were carried out according to plan”. 

If Constantine VII disseminated visual statements of Christ's endorsement of his 
dynasty's right to rule and reproduce to external courts, this might explain the applica- 
tion of the motif of Christ-crowned or -blessed rulers to other western regimes in the 
second half of the tenth century. King Lothar of the West Franks (954-86) was depicted 
receiving, together with his family, benediction from Christ in a psalter belonging to 
his wife, Emma." But the strongest stimulus to use of this visual motif probably came 
from the Ottonian emperors themselves; Emma was in fact a stepsister of Otto II. As is 
well-known, Otto III's direct relationship with Christ found expression in a variety of 
visual images. If Otto himself commissioned some of them, the design of others was 
informed by the conceptions and aspirations of individual commissioners or the artists 
themselves — and by notions of what they took Otto's outlook to be.” The plethora of 
Byzantine-made artefacts and objets d'art circulating among the Germanic-speaking 
elite in the late tenth and earlier eleventh centuries most probably included representa- 
tions of divinely sanctioned emperorship, providing westerners with models for adapta- 
tion and improvisation. Already in 972 the purple-dyed parchment recording in gold 
lettering the dowry Theophano received from Otto II amounted to a kind of fantasia, an 
elaboration on the sumptuousness associated (not strictly accurately) with eastern im- 


> Glory of Byzantium, ed. EVANS and WIXOM, no. 337. On John Philagathos and his intimacy with 
Theophano and Otto, see W. HUSCHNER in Enciclopedia dei papi, vol. II, Rome 2000, pp. 112-15. 


* DC, 11.44, ed. REISKE, I, p. 661. 


37 W. CAHN, The psalter of Queen Emma, Cahiers archéologiques 33 (1985), pp. 72-85; Glory of 
Byzantium, ed. EVANS and WIXOM, no. 338, p. 500; OTT, Krone und Krönung, pp. 105-09, no. 91, p. 284, 
plate XXV.91 


* Н. MAYR-HARTING, Ottonian book illumination: an historical study, 2™ ed., London 1999, I, pp. 68, 
140-78; ibidem, II, pp. 11-29, 87-9, 135-7, 215-28; S. HAMILTON, “Most illustrious king of kings". Evi- 
dence for Ottonian kingship in the Otto III prayerbook (Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Clm 30111), 
Journal of Medieval History 27 (2001), pp. 262-8, 274-9; J. SHEPARD, Marriages towards the millennium, 
(in:) Byzantium in the year 1000, ed. P. MAGDALINO, Leiden 2003, pp. 22-3. 
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perial documents”. Crowns and costume jewellery of Byzantine manufacture or inspi- 
ration, together with representations of rulers, or ruling couples, receiving benediction 
and crowns from Above, remained in vogue in the western empire during the reign of 
Henry II as, for example, with the frontispiece of his Bamberg Pericopes Book: this 
shows Henry and Kunigunde being crowned by Christ in Majesty”. Comparable ico- 
nography was later used for a Gospel- Book illumination depicting the coronation of 
Henry III and Agnes by Christ^', while King Canute and his wife Emma were shown 
receiving Christ's blessing in the Liber vitae commemorating their gifts to the New 
Minster abbey in Winchester in 1031/2. This design — which includes the innovative 
motif of Emma receiving a veil associated with the Virgin, as well as Canute's corona- 
tion by an angel — could well have been inspired by political imagery circulating be- 
tween western courts in the earlier eleventh century; but more direct inspiration from a 
codex or artefact of Byzantine provenance cannot be ruled out”. At any rate, the tenth- 
century Byzantine rulers' mode of depicting their divinely sanctioned imperial author- 
ity was soon taken up and modified not only by their counterparts in the Christian west, 
but also by potentates aspiring to hegemonial authority in other parts of Christendom. 
The iconography of the ruler being crowned by Christ appears in a monumental 
work from Nubia, on the southern approaches of the Byzantine world. The 'Bishops' 
chapel’ in the cathedral near the Nile at Faras displayed a wall-painting with five fig- 
ures: Christ Emmanuel being held by the Mother of God, St Peter, King George II of 
Nubia and Metropolitan Peter. The latter two persons are identifiable from the accom- 
panying inscriptions, which wish them *many years' (polla ta ete), a standard Byzan- 
tine court-acclamation. The bishop is presented to Christ by St Peter, while George is 
presented by the Virgin. The close modelling on Byzantine imagery is unmistakable: 
George seems to be wearing a divitision, and on his head is a high, closed, crown that 


* Н, WESTERMANN-ANGERHAUSEN, Did Theophano leave her mark on the Ottonian sumptuary arts?, 
(in:) The empress Theophano: Byzantium and the west at the turn of the first millennium, ed. A. DAVIDS, 
Cambridge 1995, pp. 246-52. See also Europas Mitte, ed. WIECZOREK and HINZ, II, fig. 439, p. 687. 


40 WESTERMANN-ANGERHAUSEN, Theophano, pp. 255-9, 261, 263; OTT, Krone und Krönung, pp. 115, 
no. 122 on pp. 289-90, plate XXXIII.122; MAYR-HARTING, Ottonian book illumination, I, p. 66, fig. XXVI, 
pp. 180-1; S. WEINFURTER, Heinrich II. (1002-1024). Herrscher am Ende der Zeiten, Darmstadt 1999, pp. 
235-6; Europas Mitte, Katalog, ed. WIECZOREK and HINZ, no. 02.04.06, p. 60 (H. DRECHSLER); nos. 
25.01.23a, 25.01.23b, pp. 513-15 (I. SIEDE). 


“К. WEITZMANN, Various aspects of Byzantine influence on the Latin countries from the sixth to the 
rwelfth century, DOP 20 (1966), pp. 14-15 and fig. 25; OTT, Krone und Krónung, p. 116, no. 152 on p. 294, 
plate XXXIX.152. 


*? $. KEYNES, The ‘Liber Vitae’ of the New Minster and Hyde Abbey, Winchester, Early English Manu- 
scripts in Facsimile 26, Copenhagen 1996, pp. 38-9, 79-80, plate V; OTT, Krone und Krónung, pp. 220-9, 
no. 136 on p. 292, plate XXXVI.136; J. GERCHOW, Prayers for King Canute, (in:) England in the eleventh 
century, ed. C. HICKS, Stanford 1992, pp. 222-30, 237; M.K. LAWSON, Cnut: England's Viking king, 
Stroud 2004, pp. 124-8; A. WEYL CARR, Threads of authority: the Virgin Mary's veil in the middle ages, 
(in:) Robes and honor: the medieval world of investiture, ed. S. GORDON, New York-Basingstoke 2001, pp. 
59, 61 and fig. 4.1 on p. 60; J. SHEPARD, Byzantium’s overlapping circles, Proceedings of the 21“ Interna- 
tional congress of Byzantine studies, London 2006, ed. E. JEFFREYS, Aldershot 2006, vol. I, p. 51. 
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could well be a kamelaukion”. George was king of Nubia from 962 until 1002 while 
Peter was metropolitan of Faras from 973 until 999, and so the wall-painting could not 
have been executed for an inauguration-ritual: George had been on the throne for over 
ten years by the time Peter was installed as bishop“. The painting could have been 
commissioned by Peter, perhaps commemorating a royal donation to the church, or: 
simply in gratitude for having been appointed by the king. Anyway, at least one other 
Nubian wall-painting depicted George in the company of Christ or a saint and there 
may have been still more, commissioned by the royal authorities or by churchmen, and 
designed publicly to proclaim the heavenly source of kingly authority — symbolised by 
bestowal of the crown”. 

Thus Nubia provides another example of Byzantine symbols of God-given authority 
serving as building-blocks for a political regime that aspired to legitimate autonomy, 
with its own direct mandate from God, in a region where Byzantine symbols, the Greek , 
language and even court-acclamations were familiar to members of the ruling elite. 
One should note the dating of the wall-painting at Faras, some time in the last quarter 
of the tenth century. This is around the time the earliest extant examples of such im- 
agery are known from the Christian west — and not so long after its introduction into 
Byzantine political culture. 

The tenth century also saw leaders of another elite beginning to draw heavily on 
Byzantine authority-symbols and imagery by way of asserting pre-eminence. These 
were the Bagratoni princes of the Georgian-speaking lands. In the later tenth century 
the brothers David and Bagrat were occasionally depicted in Byzantine-style vestments 
and (in Bagrat's case) wearing crowns with pendilia as an eclectic means of enhancing 
their local status, and they probably actually wore such garments in their courts ®. Once 
the Georgian-speaking lands became more united under a single ruler in the eleventh 
century, Byzantium could provide an extensive repertory of symbols, although Geor- 
gia's monarchs initially needed to temper their appropriations, for fear of giving of- 
fence to the still formidable basileus. By the late eleventh century the king presumed to 
have himself represented in full Byzantine imperial garb. Thus coins of David IV 
(1089-1125) show him wearing a stemma from which pendilia hang; he is swathed in a 
loros and holding a sceptre and cross-topped orb. And an icon now preserved in St 
Catherine's monastery, Mount Sinai, shows David being offered a crown by Christ”. 
David himself was most probably responsible for the icon's design, since he is known 


5 B. MIERZEJEWSKA, Murals in the bishops' chapel, Faras: the visual expression of the ruler's ideol- 
ogy in Nubia, (in:) Agypten und Nubien in spätantiker und christlicher Zeit, ed. S. EMMEL et al., I, Wies- 
baden 1999, pp. 289-92 and fig. 1 on p. 296. I am very grateful to SERGEY IVANOV for alerting me to this 
study. 

“ MIERZEJEWSKA, Murals, pp. 294, 289-90. 


“5 Ibidem, рр. 294-5. See S. DONADONI, Les fouilles à l'église de Sonqi Tino, (in:) Kunst und 
Geschichte Nubiens in christlicher Zeit. Ergebnisse und Probleme auf Grund der jüngsten Ausgrabungen, 
ed. E. DINKLER, Recklinghausen 1970, pp. 214-16 and fig. 191. 


*6 A. EASTMOND, Royal imagery in medieval Georgia, University Park, PA 1998, pp. 21-30; A. EAST- 
MOND and L. JONES, Robing, power and legitimacy in Armenia and Georgia, Robes and honor: the 
medieval world of investiture, ed. S. GORDON, Basingstoke-New York 2001, pp. 173-7. 


“7 BASTMOND, Royal imagery, pp. 56, 58 and fig. 38 on p. 58, 67-8 and n. 90; fig. 43 on p. 69, 70. 
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to have made gifts to St Catherine's among other monasteries. A. Eastmond has con- 
cluded: ‘royal [Georgian] imagery was much more widely disseminated than the oth- 
erwise exclusive survival of monumental images might suggest' ^5. 

Given the medieval Georgians' acquaintance with Byzantine authority-symbols and 
visual statements of hegemony, there is little reason to doubt that the specific motif of 
their ruler receiving his crown, or having it blessed, from Above derives from the court 
of the basileus”. In fact this motif became sufficiently familiar to be put to varying 
uses by elements in the Georgian elite. It seems that one depiction of the Georgian king 
being crowned from Above was not a commission from the ruler himself. At the 
church of Macxvariśi, King Demet're I (1125-1154) is shown being crowned by the 
angel Gabriel below the figure of Christ, who is blessing him. At the same time De- 
met're is girded with a sword by Georgian nobles, who the inscription describes as 
‘girding [him] with [King] David's sword’. The noble patron of the church and his art- 
ists seem to have devised imagery which acknowledged the divine source of royal au- 
thority, but which also gave the nobles a solemn role in king-making: full legitimacy 
came from the nobility as well as from Above”. 

Thus the Byzantine conception of the unique relationship of the basileus with God, 
expressed pictorially from the late ninth century onwards, was readily understood by 
leaders of polities elsewhere in eastern and western Christendom. The political imagery 
was quite rapidly appropriated and adapted by some of their rulers to assert legitimate 
hegemony; it was also 'subverted' by others within those polities for their own pur- 
poses. Besides the case of twelfth-century Georgia, there is suggestive evidence of 
Byzantine political iconography being adapted to suit particular interests in twelfth- 
century Norman Sicily. It has been argued that certain celebrated images of Roger II 
and William II in Norman Sicily were devised for specific situations. Thus George of 
Antioch may well have been seeking to press his own claims to esteem and patronage 
from King Roger through the mosaic he commissioned for the church of St Mary of the 
Admiral in Palermo: he is shown performing proskynesis before the Mother of God, 
while Roger is being crowned by Christ. And William II probably had himself shown 
being crowned by Christ in a mosaic at Monreale so as to demonstrate that his author- 
ity stemmed directly from Above, rather than through the mediation of any 
archbishop” . 


*5 EASTMOND, Royal imagery, p. 70. 


* Byzantine iconography may have also provided the inspiration for a much earlier representation of a 
Georgian ruler — Stephen I (590-605) — being blessed or crowned by Christ: OTT, Krone und Krönung, 
pp. 78-9, no. 37 p. 275, plate X1.37. Sasanian Persia was, however, replete with imagery of the crowning of 
rulers by gods and cannot be ruled out as a possible source of inspiration for the Georgians at that time: see, 
e.g., R. GHIRSHMAN, Iran: Parthians and Sassanians, tr. S. GILBERT and J. EMMONS, London 1962, fig. 235. 


50 EASTMOND, Royal imagery, pp. 73-83, fig. 46 on p. 76, p. 91. 


?' E. KITZINGER, On the portrait of Roger II in the Martorana in Palermo, repr. in: The art of Byzan- 
tium and the medieval west: selected studies, Bloomington-London 1976, pp. 320-6; IDEM, The mosaics of 
St Mary's of the Admiral in Palermo, Washington, DC 1990, pp. 189-211, 313-18 and figs. 119-25; IDEM, / 
mosaici del periodo normanno in Sicilia, III, Palermo 1994, p. 14 and figs. 285-289; RODLEY, Byzantine 
art, pp. 227-8; OTT, Krone und Krönung, pp. 85-6, no. 253 p. 312, plate LXIV.253; R. BACILE, Stimulating 
perceptions of kingship: royal imagery in the cathedral of Monreale and in the church of Santa Maria 
dell'Ammiraglio in Palermo, Al-Masaq 16 (2004), pp. 27-32, 44-8, figs. 5, 6, pp. 23, 24. 
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No attempt will be made here to analyse in detail the diplomatic and cultural ties 
between the polities discussed above and Byzantium. Several possible channels or 
sources of inspiration might be considered, whether the occasional arrival at an exter- 
nal ruler's court of some sort of a physical crown from the basileus; his envoys' im- 
pressions of the ceremonies performed in the Great Palace at Constantinople; or inspi- 
ration from Byzantine iconography, from coins to coronation scenes in illuminated 
codices, or as shown on the ivories and enamels presented to external rulers. What the 
extant examples have in common is that they all date from the later tenth century on- 
wards, quite soon after such imagery appeared in Byzantium; they mostly show a Byz- 
antine imperial crown, whether a stemma or a kamelaukion; and, finally, they mostly 
come from polities too remote or robust for the basileus to have been able to take ef- 
fective countermeasures: the dominions of the Ottonian emperors and their successors, 
further afield in the Christian west, or Nubia. Alternatively, the imagery of the divinely 
crowned ruler appeared closer to the territorial empire, but at a time when imperial 
power was beginning to wane. This would apply to Georgia from the later eleventh 
century, and to twelfth-century Sicily, whose Norman rulers were intent on legitimising 
monarchical rule over what the Byzantines still regarded as rightfully their possessions. 


Representations of heavenly crownings among polities to the north 
of the Byzantine empire 


Upon turning to Byzantium's northern approaches, to those polities that accepted 
organised Christian worship from the imperial-ecclesiastical complex, one encounters 
an apparent dearth of political imagery of the type discussed above. The dearth is not 
comprehensive, and in fact the iconographic theme of rulers being crowned from 
Above does appear among the South Slavs over time. One must bear in mind that the 
dearth may be more apparent than real: the sparseness of the evidence could be due to 
accidents of survival. Besides, even if fewer representations of heavenly endorsement 
of rulers were in fact executed among the Slavs, a variety of possible explanations 
could be adduced, differing according to the polity in question and the authority- 
symbols and inauguration-rituals then in vogue. A systematic review of the evidence 
together with evaluation of the apparent gaps in it would have to take all these issues 
into account. Instead of embarking on such a review, just a few remarks will be offered 
here. 

The early medieval Bulgarians were well-acquainted with crowns, and also with the 
ideological connotations of a crown, as a symbol of a unitary state and authority vested 
in an individual ruler. Their high evaluation of the concept of monarchy is well-attested 
for the period before Khan Boris’ adoption of Christianity c.865°”. One may note the 
depiction of various types of crowns on the seals of Symeon, including the stemma on 
his later seals, as also on Tsar Peter's seals”. There is no reason to doubt that physical 
crowns were used as authority-symbols by Christian Bulgarian rulers. Tsar Boris was 
divested of his crowns during his ceremonial disempowering in Constantinople in 972; 


52 1.G. ILIEV, Edinolichnata vlast у ezicheska Bälgariia, Istoricheski Pregled 58 (2002), pp. 5-23. 
53 IORDANOV, Korpus na pechatite, pp. 46-66, nos. 48-120, tables IV-VIII. 
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and crowns were reportedly found in Tsar Samuel's palace at Prespa after his death”. 
Remnants of a crown in the form of enamel plaques from a diadem comprise an item in 
the *Preslav treasure' found in 1978. The diadem may have numbered among the lux- 
ury-goods and ‘riches of every kind’ brought by Maria Lekapena after her marriage to 
Peter in 927°. So potent was the crown as symbol of monarchy that Kalojan sought 
one from the papacy, in his successful bid to legitimise his polity in the opening years 
of the thirteenth century”. Thus the crown was a mark of Bulgarian statehood. Yet no 
depiction of a Bulgarian ruler being blessed or crowned from Above seems to have 
been reported from Kalojan's era or earlier. This could be ascribed to accidents of 
source-survival: few non-sigillographic portrayals of a Bulgarian ruler survive in any 
shape or form, and scarcely any manuscripts, let alone illuminated manuscripts, survive 
from before the second Bulgarian empire. The Byzantine authorities tolerated some 
composition of Slavic texts and copying of manuscripts in eleventh- and twelfth- 
century Bulgaria”, but they would not have looked kindly on depictions of Bulgarian 
rulers receiving stemmata from On High! 

From the mid-thirteenth century onwards, wall-paintings survive of Bulgarian mag- 
nates or rulers presenting churches to saints, including the Mother of God”. Such 
might be expected of a political culture harbouring notions that imperial authority had 
been transferred from the Greeks to ‘new Constantines’ who reigned in a ‘new Tsar- 
grad’ at Veliko T'rnovo and elsewhere”. Yet depictions of Bulgarian rulers receiving 
benediction or a crown directly from a saint or from Christ seem to have been very rare 
before the mid-fourteenth century. An exception is the gold coin type issued by Ivan 
Asen II (1218-41). He is shown in imperial Byzantine garb, wearing a loros, and St 
Demetrios invests him with an imperial crown and a sword. On the face of the coin is 
Christ as 'the king of glory'. Besides declaring in a general way Ivan's quasi-imperial 


** JOHN SKYLITZES, Synopsis historiarum, CFHB 5, Berlin and New York 1973, ed. H. THURN, p. 310; 
LEO THE DEACON, Historiae libri decem, CSHB, Bonn (1828), ed. C.B. HASE, pp. 158-9; STEPHENSON, 
Legend of Basil, pp. 63-4. See also G. PRINZING, Das Bamberger Gunthertuch in neuer Sicht, Bsl. 54 
(1993), pp. 225-31; IDEM, Nochmals zur historischen Deutung..., in this volume. 


>> THEOPHANES CONTINUATUS, Chronographia, p. 415. See PRINZING, Zum Austausch, pp. 147-8; A. 
BOSSELMANN-RUICKBIE, Goldener Glanz aus Byzanz, Antike Welt 35 (2004), pp. 77-81 and fig. 5 pp. 80-1. 


% P. STEPHENSON, Byzantium's Balkan frontier: a political study of the northern Balkans, 900-1204, 
Cambridge 2000, pp. 309-12; G. PRINZING, Das Papsttum und der orthodox geprägte Südosten 1180-1216, 
(in:) Das Papsttum in der Welt des 12. Jahrhunderts, ed. E.-D. HEHL et al., Stuttgart 2002, pp. 166-72. 


7 D.I. POLYVIANNYI, Kul’turnoe svoeobrazie srednevekovoi Bolgarii v kontektse vizantiisko-slavian- 
skoi obshchnosti IX-XV vekov, Ivanovo 2000, рр. 103-05, 117-24; А.А. TURILOV and В.М. FLORIA, Khris- 
tianskaia literatura u slavian v seredine X-seredine XI v. i mezhslavianskie kul'turnye sviazi, (in:) Khris- 
tianstvo v stranakh vostochnoi, iugo-vostochnoi i tsentral' noi Evropy na poroge vtorogo tysiacheletiia, ed. 
B.N. FLORIA, Moscow 2002, pp. 407-10, 423-5. 


58 For the paintings at Bojana of sebastokrator Kalojan presenting a model of his church, and of Con- 
stantine Tich, see A. BOZHKOV, Bälgarskata istoricheska zhivopis. I, miniatiuri, ikoni, stenopisi, Sofia 
1972, pp. 42-3, 45, 48 and figs. 14-19; F. KAMPFER, Das russische Herrscherbild von den Anfüngen bis zu 
Peter dem Grossen, Recklinghausen 1978, figs. 4 and 5, pp. 26, 39-40, 45. 


°° POLYVIANNYI, Kul’turnoe svoeobrazie, pp. 159, 170; V. GIUZELEV, Die Residenzen Tarnovo, Ват 
und Kaliakra und ihre hófische Kultur, repr. in his Mittelalterliches Bulgarien. Quellen, Geschichte, 
Hauptstädte und Kultur, Istanbul 2001, pp. 301-06. 
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status, the imagery may also signal his specific interest in control of Thessalonica: it is 
the city's patron saint who hands him his sword), Arguments from silence are very. 
hazardous, but it is noteworthy that few, if any, other depictions of heavenly investi- 
tures of Bulgarian rulers are extant from before the fourteenth century. From the mid- 
1340s we have two illuminations in the codex commissioned by Ivan Alexander con- 
taining the Slavic translation of the Manasses Chronicle. One shows Ivan between: 
Christ and the chronicler, crowned and haloed yet receiving a second small crown from: 
an angel. The other shows Ivan with King David and here, too, an angel places a sec- 
ond crown on his head”'. Around the same time at Baëkovo a wall-painting portrayed 
Ivan Alexander receiving his imperial crown from angels, under the blessing of Christ 
Emmanuel and the Mother of God“. 

Political imagery of heavenly investitures or coronations seems also to have been 
rare among the Nemanjid rulers of the Serbs before the fourteenth century. In some 
ways this is unsurprising. A unitary polity formed among Serbs and adjoining popula- 
tions later than it did among the Bulgarians, and right up to the thirteenth century Serb 
princes were prepared to accept court-titles from Byzantium. Only in 1217 did a Serb 
ruler, Stefan I Nemanjić, receive (from the papacy) the insignia that has earned him the 
sobriquet of first-crowned’®. From the earlier thirteenth century on, the Nemanjids 
presented their political ascendancy, unique pitch of piety and military robustness in 
Biblical terms, the emergence of a new sacred family. The ‘founding fathers’ were, in 
effect, Sts Symeon and Saba. Their exemplary blend of saintliness and righteous ruler- 
ship encouraged the notion of the Serbs as a new People of Israel™. In line with this 


© The iconography closely resembles that of contemporary Byzantine rulers based in Thessalonica and 
the coins may have been struck for Ivan by moneyers from the city: I. IURUKOVA and V. PENCHEV, Bûlgar- 
ski srednovekovni pechati i moneti, Sofia 1990, pp. 79-82, 84 and table IV.34; KAMPFER, Das russische 
Herrscherbild, fig. 40 and pp. 79-80. The earliest known Bulgarian chrysobull also belongs to Ivan Asen: 
IORDANOV, Korpus na pechatite, no. 157, pp. 108-10 and table X. 


° ү, DUICEV, The miniatures of the chronicle of Manasses, Sofia 1963, nos. 1, 33 (folios 1', 91”). Du- 
jéev (p. 127) suggests that the Bulgarian artist replaced with portraits of Ivan portraits of Manuel I Komne- 
nos which he found in his source, an illuminated Byzantine manuscript of Manasses. See also GRABAR, 
L'empereur dans l'art, pp. 105-06, 120-2 and plate ХХШ.2; KAMPFER, Das russische Herrscherbild, fig. 
47 and p. 83. 


6? GRABAR, L'empereur dans l'art, pp. 120-2 and plate XXIII.2; E. BAKALOVA, Bachkovskata kost- 
nitsa, Sofia 1977, pp. 157-66 and fig. 131 on p. 167; KAMPFER, Das russische Herrscherbild, fig. 29, facing 
p. 62; pp. 61-2. A Gospel Book commissioned by Ivan Alexander shows him and his wife and sons being 
blessed by hands from heaven: E. DIMITROVA, The gospels of Tsar Ivan Alexander, London 1994, fig. 11, 
p. 19; KAMPFER, Das russische Herrscherbild, fig. 30 and p. 67. 


9 STEPHENSON, Byzantium's Balkan frontier, pp. 266-71, 295, 301, 309; PRINZING, Das Papsttum, pp. 
165-6; L. MAKSIMOVIC, Byzantinische Herrscherideologie und Regierungsmethoden im Falle Serbien. Ein 
Beitrag zum Verstündnis des byzantinischen Commonwealth, (in:) Polypleuros Nous. Miscellanea für Peter 
Schreiner zu seinem 60. Geburtstag, ed. C. SCHOLZ and G. MAKRIS, Munich and Leipzig 2000, pp. 177-82; 
S. CIRKOVIC, The Serbs, tr. V. TOSIC, Oxford 2004, pp. 35-40; A. DUCELLIER, Balkan powers: Albania, 
Serbia and Bulgaria (1200-1300), (in:) Cambridge History of the Byzantine empire, ed. J. SHEPARD, Cam- 
bridge 2008, forthcoming. 


* ВІ. BOJIĆ, L'idéologie monarchique dans les hagiobiographes dynastiques du moyen äge serbe, 
(Orientalia Christiana Analecta 248) Rome 1995, pp. 384-416, 673-7; S. MARJANOVIC-DUSANIC, Vladar- 
ska ideologija Nemanjica. Diplomaticka studija, Belgrade 1997, pp. 100-17, 190-216; Z. GAVRILOVIC, 
Frescoes in the church of the Virgin at Studenica, repr. in her Studies in Byzantine and Serbian medieval 
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ideology, portrayals of a Serb prince as founder of, or donor to, a church or monastery 
are not uncommon in thirteenth-century imagery. For example, a number of wall- 
paintings at the monumental church of Sopoéani depict the founder, Uroë I (1242-76). 
In one, he is shown holding a model of the church, standing behind his forebears, 
Stefan Nemanja and Stefan the 'first-crowned'; all three are being guided by the 
Mother of God towards Christ on His throne. Another wall-painting shows Uroś in the 
presence of the Mother of God, presenting to her (and, indirectly, to the Christ Child on 
her lap), his elder son Dragutin. Uroś and his son are both haloed. But there are very 
few extant thirteenth-century depictions of Serb rulers being crowned or invested by 
celestial beings not of their kin, or of a ruler standing in the company of Christ®. 

Uroś I's son Milutin proved to be a rather more formidable operator than his brother 
Dragutin, seizing extensive territories at the expense of Dragutin and also of the 
Byzantine empire, and taking advantage of the wealth that his silver mines yielded. 
Milutin seems to have edged towards visual representation of his claims to divinely- 
sanctioned hegemony, while still having to reckon with Dragutin and with other 
members of his (more or less sacred) family. Of Milutin's quasi-imperial aspirations 
there can be little doubt. And yet, as S. Ćurčić has noted, he seems to have hesitated to 
have himself portrayed actually in the presence of Christ. Curëié highlights what seems 
to have been a significant step towards portraying Milutin directly before Christ, on a 
wall-painting in the church of Sts Joachim and Anna at Studenica, datable to 1314. 
Milutin approaches Sts Joachim and Anna and through them Christ, but without his 
sainted ancestors or any other saint Serving as intercessor and presenting him to Christ 
(as had been customary previously)” . Joachim and Anna were the earthly ancestors of 
Christ and facing them across the church on the opposite wall were the Serbian saints, 
Symeon and Saba, positioned behind the Virgin and her Child. As Curëié argued, this 
was visual affirmation that Symeon and Saba stood at the head of a new holy family, at 
once interlaced with and parallel to the holy family of Christ 


art, London 2001, pp. 102-09. See also A. EASTMOND, "Local" saints, art and regional identity in the 
orthodox world after the Fourth Crusade, Speculum 78 (2003), 707-17, 741-9; CIRKOVIC, The Serbs, p. 58 
and plate 2.4. 


9 $. RADOJCIĆ, Portreti srpskih vladara u srednjem veku, Belgrade 1997 (2™ ed.), figs. 16 and 17, p. 
170; fig. 18, p. 171; S. MARJANOVIC-DUSANIC, Vladarske insignije i drzavna simbolika и Srbiji od XIII do 
XV veka, Belgrade 1994, pp. 48-9. For a discussion of the types of crowns depicted on thirteenth-century 
frescoes, and of the insignia actually in use then, see ibidem, pp. 26-30. See also MARJANOVIC-DUSANIC, 
Vladarska ideologija nemanjica, pp. 112-14. 


% Coins were the media of those few depictions. Most audaciously, Radoslav (1228-33) had himself 
depicted variously as being crowned by Christ, having his crown blessed by the Mother of God, and stand- 
ing clasping a cross together with St Constantine. The designs seemingly owe much to those on coins of 
contemporary Byzantine potentates in Epiros, and it is probably no accident that Radoslav's coins date from 
around the time that Ivan II Asen was issuing his gold coins: MARJANOVIC-DUSANIC, Vladarske insignije, 
pp. 81-2 and fig. 12 (a); S. DIMITRUEVIC, Srednjovekovni srpski novac. Medieval Serbian coins, ed. B. 
FERJANCIC and D. RANKOVIC, Belgrade 1997, pp. 18-19; below, p. 159. For a dinar of Uros I, showing him 
receiving a standard from St Stephen, see DIMITRIJEVIC, Srednjovekovni srpski novac, p. 22. 


67 S. CURCIC, The Nemanjić family tree in the light of the ancestral cult in the church of Joachim and 
Anna at Studenica, ZRVI 14/15 (1973), 193-4. See also RADOJČIĆ, Portreti srpskih vladara, p. 35; MARJA- 
NOVIC-DUSANIC, Vladarske insignije, p. 53. 


68 CURCIĆ, The Nemanjić family tree, p. 194. 
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Some years later, Milutin went further still in claiming heavenly endorsement for 
his rule. The earliest representation of him receiving a crown from Above seems to be 
on a wall-painting at Graëanica, datable to c. 1320. The donor-portrait in Milutin's 
monastery-church shows two angels presenting him and his Byzantine-born wife Si- 
monis with additional royal crowns, crowning each on behalf of Christ. A certain am- 
bivalence is discernible in the iconography, part marriage-celebration with crowns, part 
bestowal of authority directly from Above. The church also contains the earliest extant 
example of the distinctive Nemanjid family tree”. A generation later, when Milutin’s 
grandson Stefan DuSan laid formal claim to imperial rank, he and his wife and you i 
son were depicted receiving crowns directly from Christ at, for example, Lesnovo’ 
Such portrayals of Stefan DuSan were part and parcel of a sophisticated articulation of 
Byzantine political thought concerning the requisite qualities of an emperor. Thus a 
prominent theme of the wall-paintings in DuSan’s church at Lesnovo is the ‘hol wis- 
dom’ that enlightens the ruler, mystically informing his guidance of his people” . And 
the most spectacular authority-symbols paraded by Du3an were evocative of those in 
use at the Byzantine court. According to Nikephoros Gregoras, Duśan wore a crown 
(kalyptra) and robes befitting a Roman emperor, while reserving newly-conquered re- 
gions ‘for himself to rule according to the Romans’ custom’ = 

In the land of Rus, far-removed from the Roman empire 's territories and with an es- 
sentially ‘home-brewed’ political culture, crowns denoting rulership are quite thin on 
the ground, at least during the pre-Mongol period. This holds true of extant physical 
crowns and representations of crowns alike, and it is hardly surprising. A crown was 
the symbol of a unitary state, of legitimate ascendancy vested in an individual ruler. In 
early Christian Rus rightful authority tended to be shared out among the ‘Riurikid’ 
princely family as a whole, or in branches thereof, rather than being concentrated in 
any one individual. An unconditionally positive evaluation of monarchy under ecclesi- 
astical auspices did not take hold. Crowns of Byzantine type were not wholly unfamil- 
iar to the Rus ruling elite, and the earliest coin-types of Vladimir Sviatoslavich show 
him wearing an imperial stemma topped by a cross and with pendilia hanging over his 


9 RADOJČIĆ, Portreti srpskih vladara, pp. 44-5, plate V and fig. 30; C. WALTER, Marriage crowns in 
Byzantine iconography, Zograf 10 (1979), pp. 83-91 and figs. 1, 2; repr. in his Prayer and power in Byzan- 
tine and papal imagery, Aldershot 1993, no. 4; WALTER, /conographical sources, pp. 183-5 and fig. 1, pp. 
198-200; MARJANOVIC-DUSANIC, Vladarske insignije, pp. 54-5 and fig. 5; E. MALAMUT, Les reines de 
Milutin, BZ 93 (2000), pp. 502-03. On the dating of the construction of the church, which preceded the 
painting of the frescoes, see S. CURCIC, Gracanica. King Milutin's church and its place in late Byzantine 
architecture, University Park 1979, pp. 137-43. 


7? RADOJČIĆ, Portreti srpskih vladara, pp. 55-6, figs. 42, 43; WALTER, Iconographical sources, 
pp. 198-9; MARJANOVIC-DUSANIC, Vladarske insignije, р. 58 and fig. 8; Z. GAVRILOVIĆ, Divine wisdom as 
part of Byzantine imperial ideology, repr. in her Studies in Byzantine and Serbian medieval art, London 
2001, pp. 51-3 and fig. 1; EADEM, Kingship and baptism in the iconography of Decani and Lesnovo, repr. 
in her Studies, op. cit. pp. 140, 144-5 and fig. 6. 


7! GAVRILOVIĆ, Divine wisdom, pp. 51-3. 


7? NIKEPHOROS GREGORAS, Byzantina historia, XV.1, ed. L. SCHOPEN and I. BEKKER, II, Bonn 1830, 
p. 747. On the nature of the administrative differences prompting Gregoras' assertion, see MAKSIMOVIC, 
Byzantinische Herrscherideologie, p. 185 and n. 61. See also IDEM, L'empire de Stefan Duÿan: genèse et 
caractére, Travaux et Mémoires 14 (2002), pp. 422-8. 
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ears". Anna Porphyrogenita, the princess who became Vladimir's bride, may (like 
Maria Lekapena, and later princesses despatched to marry ‘barbarians’) have brought 
crowns of some sort to her new abode; it has been suggested that crowns were actually 
in use as regalia at Vladimir's court”. But neither physical crowns nor representations 
of rulers wearing crowns became prominent features of early Rus political culture, for 
all the allowances to be made for loss of relevant evidence. Instances where a prince 
may have been, or was, shown wearing a crown tend to be exceptions proving the rule. 
Thus it may well be that Vladimir’s son and eventual successor, Iaroslav, was por- 
trayed wearing a crown in a wall-painting on the western interior wall of the church of 
St Sophia in Kiev. But the wall-painting's design and figures are known to us only 
from a later copy of the drawing made by A. Westerveldt in 1651, and doubt must re- 
main as to whether the details of the original painting of [aroslav and his family before 
Christ survived unaltered until the mid-seventeenth century. The painting was in any 
case an affirmation as much of Jaroslav's patriarchal authority symbolised by a 
crown `. 

No such doubt surrounds the accuracy of the details of an illumination commis- 
sioned by Gertrude, the Polish-born wife of Prince Iziaslav Iaroslavich, and forming 
part of her Latin prayer-book. This shows her son Iaropolk-Peter and his wife Ku- 
nigunda-Irene, each receiving a crown from the figure of Christ enthroned in majesty; 
they are presented to Him by, respectively, Sts Peter and Irene”. But this illumination 
is the product of particular circumstances. It was, together with the codex's other illu- 
minations, executed some time between 1078 and 1086, a period of dynastic rivalry 
between Iaropolk-Peter and his uncle, Vsevolod, and Vsevolod's sons. Gertrude proba- 
bly spent most of this period in her son's seat, Vladimir-in-Volynia, upholding her 
son's rights through the medium of high-quality paintings, inter alia. The artist respon- 
sible for the coronation-scene was probably based in Kiev and he utilised Byzantine 
iconography for the general design and for some details, such as the human figures' 
imperial vestments. But important details were inspired by western political culture, for 
example Iaropolk’s open crown with a single transverse hoop and lacking pendilia’”. 
Gertrude herself could have briefed the artist on both eastern and western authority 
-symbols and iconography, since she was descended through her German mother from 


7 $. FRANKLIN and J. SHEPARD, The emergence of Rus 750-1200, London 1996, p. 167; M.P. SOT- 
NIKOVA and I.G. SPASSKIJ, Russian coins of the X-XI centuries А. D. (BAR International Series 136), 
Oxford 1982, pp. 151, 159, tables I, II. 


М A. POPPE, Losers on earth, winners from heaven: the assassination of Boris and Gleb in the making 
of eleventh-century Rus, Quaestiones medii aevii novae 8 (2003), pp. 140-1. 


3 The various hypothetical reconstructions of the original wall-painting are considered in KAMPFER, 
Das russische Herrscherbild, pp. 111-15, and figs. 62, 63; SMORAG ROZYCKA, Bizantynsko-ruskie minia- 
tury, pp. 110-18, and figs. 77, 78, 79 (a-b). See also A. POPPE, The building of the church of St Sophia in 
Kiev, Journal of Medieval History 7 (1981), pp. 39-41 and fig. 6, repr. in his The rise of Christian Russia, 
London 1982, no. 4. 


7 KÄMPFER, Das russische Herrscherbild, pp. 123-6, and fig. 67; OTT, Krone und Krónung, pp. 239- 
44, no. 166 on p. 296, plate XLII.166; SMORAG RÓZYCKA, Bizantynsko-ruskie miniatury, plate II and pp. 
75-7, 97-8. 


7 SMORAG RÓZYCKA, Bizantyńsko-ruskie miniatury, pp. 98, 102, 185-95, 211-24. 
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Empress Theophano; her brother, the Polish ruler Casimir Odnowiciel seems to have 
arranged her wedding to Iziaslav more than three decades earlier, in the 1040s. The 
coronation-scene in Gertrude's prayer-book, a visible expression of her son's claim to a 
senior princely throne (if not to Kiev itself), serves to distinguish him from the rest of 
the princely kin, and it is a singular confection. The coronation by Christ, with its nup- 
tial and eschatological overtones, draws on the wealth of techniques and imagery, Byz- 
antine and Ottonian, at the disposal of Gertrude and her chosen artist *, In other words 
the illumination of Iaropolk and Kunigunda being crowned by Christ does not reflect 
mainstream political thinking or modes of representing legitimate rulership in Rus. 
Princes were sometimes shown in the company of celestial beings, especially their pa- 
tron-saints, but crowns did not form part of the prevailing iconography > 


Conclusion 


Our survey has taken note of visual representations of the investiture and endorse- 
ment of rulers from Above among various polities on the Byzantine empire 's four geo- 
graphical flanks. Such iconography most probably derives from Byzantium, where rep- 
resentations of the emperor being crowned by heavenly figures, or receiving 
benedictions from Above, became current from the later ninth century onwards. It 
seems to have been adopted quite rapidly — with local variations — by rulers to the west, 
south and east of the empire. Adoption or adaptation of this iconography seems to have 
occurred much more slowly on Byzantium's northern approaches, among polities 
whose elites had accepted Christian worship and church organisation from the empire. 

One must concede that the evidence relating to regimes located north and north- 
west of Byzantium is scanty, rather than lacking altogether. The iconographic theme of 
the ruler being crowned from Above does appear among the South Slavs over time, 
while concepts and symbols of legitimate authority were rather different in the land of 
Rus from those in societies long-exposed to the Romano-Byzantine world. Forms of 
inauguration-ritual were anyway variegated and still evolving, with the crown only 
coming regularly into play among the Serbs from 1217. It is therefore hazardous to 
draw hard and fast conclusions from apparent chronological divergences between the 
adoption of Byzantine coronation-imagery among the peoples to its north and north- 
west and its adoption elsewhere. But the apparent vacillations and hesitations on the 
part of the Nemanjid rulers of the Serbs are at least suggestive. It may not be wholly 
coincidental that the first of them to be depicted on a wall-painting as receiving a 
crown from Above, Milutin, had a porphyrogenita for a wife, or that the iconography at 
Graéanica was reminiscent of marriage-celebration with crowns (above, p. 156). Milu- 
tin had long been sporting various imperial Byzantine authority-symbols, including a 


78 SMORAG RÓZYCKA, Bizantyńsko-ruskie miniatury, pp. 75-7, 97-8, 110, 127, 226-7. 


? For example, the church of the Saviour on the Nereditsa in Novgorod, built by Iaroslav Vladimi- 
rovich, contained a wall-painting on which he was shown presenting his church to Christ: V. LAZAREV, Old 
Russian murals and mosaics from the XIth to the XVIth century, tr. B. RONIGER and N. DUNN, London 
1966, p. 127 and fig. 57 on p. 252; KAMPFER, Das russische Herrscherbild, pp. 133-41 and figs. 70, 71; 
N.V. PIVOVAROVA, Freski tserkvi Spasa na Nereditse v Novgorode: ikonograficheskaia programma 
rospisi, St Petersburg 2002, pp. 18-24 and fig. on p. 17. 
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form of crown, at his court. We are relatively well-informed about them because of 
Nikephoras Gregoras' condemnation of Andronikos II’s wife, Irene, for sending to Si- 
monis not only vestments befitting a ‘Roman empress' but also a crown (kalyptra) for 
Milutin, decorated with gems and pearls and comparable with that of Andronikos him- 
self”. As Professor Prinzing has suggested, there is no reason to doubt the substance of 
Gregoras’ allegation — that some form of imperial crown was sent to the Serb court”. 
Specific circumstances, of Irene's personal ambition for her daughter, Byzantine mili- 
tary shortcomings and Milutin's own rampant ambitions were in play here. And one 
cannot claim that the physical objects — kalyptrai — sent from Constantinople directly 
prompted the political imagery at Graëanica: Milutin had been married to Simonis for 
twenty years or so by the time of the wall-painting. But perhaps it was Milutin's im- 
peccable Byzantine connections, his marriage to a porphyrogenita and thus virtual par- 
ity of status with the reigning basileus, which emboldened him to display himself as 
receiving monarchical authority directly from heavenly powers. 

The Nemanjids may fairly be regarded as a special case. But a non-‘Roman’ ruler's 
portrayal of himself as being crowned from Above patently infringed the basileus’ pre- 
rogative, and this is likely to have been well-known to all eastern orthodox potentates 
commissioning such imagery. In his striking of gold coins and bulls, Ivan Asen II was 
already performing an act of sovereignty that had, in the Byzantine empire's heyday, 
been reserved strictly for the basileus. Ivan issued the coins soon after his great victory 
at Klokonitsa in 1230, when no orthodox emperor was reigning in Constantinople and, 
in this vacuum, he may well have been hoping to assume leadership of a revived ortho- 
dox empire. His gold coins’ legend terms him ‘Io[ann] Asen ts[ar]’, while his chryso- 
bull terms him, in Slavic, ‘tsar of the Bulgarians and Greeks’ .*” This, too, suggests that 
the iconography of the bestowal of a crown or benediction by a celestial being had 
resonance among those whose church and faith derived ultimately from the imperial- 
ecclesiastical complex in Constantinople. During the thirteenth century such imagery 
was adopted infrequently by leaders of orthodox regimes in the Balkans, and mainly 
when the throne at Constantinople lacked an orthodox incumbent. Those few dynasts 
who had themselves portrayed being invested or crowned from heavenly beings still 
had to reckon with the sensibilities and beliefs of subjects whose religious affiliations 
were predominantly eastern orthodox. It is noteworthy that to the east, south and west 
of Byzantium, the initiative for portrayals of crownings from heaven seems sometimes 
to have come from senior churchmen or nobles, rather than from the ruler himself. El- 
ites to the north of the empire, in contrast, seem to have lacked this predisposition, 
while Bulgarian and Serb rulers may be said to have generally shown inhibitions about 
heavenly crownings before the fourteenth century. Perhaps in this negative form, 
a kind of silhouette, we may gain a glimpse of that generally elusive concept, the Byz- 
antine Commonwealth? 


9 NIKEPHOROS GREGORAS, Byzantina historia, УП.5, pp. 241-2. 


*' PRINZING, Zum Austausch, pp. 160-1 and n. 66. On Simonis’ impact at Milutin's court, see also 
WALTER, Marriage crowns, pp. 89-91; MALAMUT, Reines de Milutin, pp. 500-07. 


3? JURUKOVA and PENCHEV, Bälgarski pechati i moneti, pp. 79, 84; IORDANOV, Korpus na pechatite, 
no. 157, p. 110. 
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ZWEI EPISODEN AUS DER GESCHICHTE DER POLNISCH-BYZANTINISCHEN 
KONTAKTE DES 10. BIS 12. JAHRHUNDERTS 


Der Stand der Forschungen zu den Kontakten der Piastenmonarchie mit dem By- 
zantinischen Kaiserreich im Zeitraum von der Mitte des 10. bis zum 13. Jh.' ist grund- 
sätzlich als gut oder sogar sehr gut zu bezeichnen. Neben einer älteren Arbeit von 
O. Halecki” verfügen wir über die beiden synthetischen Beiträge von С. Prinzing? und 
M. Salamon” zu diesem Problemkreis. Eine für die Beziehungen zwischen Polen und 
Byzanz sehr fórderliche Episode war die Kreuzzugsbewegung, der eine Monographie 
von M. Gładysz” gewidmet ist. Es gibt ferner Arbeiten über bestimmte Einzelaspekte 
des polnisch-byzantinischen Verhältnisses, so über das im Jahre 1132 von Bolestaw 


“ Institut für Archäologie der Universität in Rzeszów / Institut für Archäologie und Ethnologie der Polnischen 
Akademie der Wissenschaften, Abteilung in Kraków. — Den Zugang zur neueren Literatur verdanke ich meinen 
Aufenthalten in Athen [2003] und London [2006] (Stipendium der Lanckoronski-Stiftung von Brzezie), Leipzig 
[2005, 2006] (Stipendium des GWZO - Geisteswissenschaftliches Zentrum für Geschichte und Kultur Ostmittel- 
europas, Leipzig), Uppsala [2005] (im Rahmen des Austauschprogramms der Polnischen Akademie der Wissen- 
schaften mit Kungl. Vitterhets Historie och Antikvitets Akademien). Der Leitung der oben genannten Institutionen 
danke ich herzlich für die Möglichkeit, in den Bibliotheken Forschungen durchführen zu können. — Für die Zusen- 
dung des Buches von U. PECHLOFF, Münster Zwiefalten, Passau 2005, bin ich Münster Zwiefalten zu bestem Dank 
verpflichtet. 


! Der chronologische Rahmen für das Frühmittelalter (Mitte 10. bis Mitte 13. Jh.) knüpft an das in polnischen 
archáologischen Arbeiten übliche Verfahren an. Zum chronologischen Rahmen frühmittelalterlicher polnischer, 
altrussischer und byzantinischer Archáologie vgl. M. WOLOSZYN, Byzantine Archaeology-selected problems, 
Analecta Archaeologica Ressoviensia 1 (2006), S. 259-291, bes. S. 264-266, mit weiterer Literatur. 

* O. HALECKI, La Pologne et l'empire Byzantin, Byz. 7 (1932), S. 41-67. 

* G. PRINZING, Byzantinische Aspekte der mittelalterlichen Geschichte Polens, Byz. 64 (1993), S. 459-484. 


* M. SALAMON, Polen und Byzanz — Wege der Begegnung, (in:) G. PRINZING, M. SALAMON (Hrsg.), Byzanz 
und Ostmitteleuropa 950-1453. Beiträge zu einer table-ronde des XIX. International Congress of Byzantine Stu- 
dies, Copenhagen 1996, Mainzer Veróffentlichungen zur Byzantinistik 3, Wiesbaden 1999, S. 151-164. 


* M. GŁADYSZ, Zapomniani krzyżowcy. Polska wobec ruchu krucjatowego w ХИ-ХШ wieku, Warszawa 2001; 


vgl. auch J. OSSOWSKA, The Polish contibution to the expeditions to the Holy Land in the Crusades’ Era, Folia 
Orientalia 26 (1989), S. 167-182. 
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Schiefmund und Johannes II. Komnenos geschlossene Bündnis? und über die Grie- 
chischkenntnisse Mieszkos II.' 

Sehr selten und auf das 13. Jh. beschränkt sind Erwähnungen über die Anwesen- 
heit von Personen byzantinischer oder im weiteren Sinne balkanischer Abstammung in 
Polen‘. 

Zu polnisch-byzantinischen Kontakten kam es besonders unter Bolestaw Chrobry, 
dem Tapferen (992-1025). Ihr Hauptelement war die Aufnahme unmittelbarer diploma- 
tischer Beziehungen, die in dem Brief Chrobrys aus dem besetzten Kiew 1018 an Kai- 
ser Basil II. deutlich werden. Leider ist uns die byzantinische Antwort nicht bekannt, 
bzw. wir wissen nicht, ob es eine solche überhaupt gegeben hat”. 

Gegenstand dieses Beitrages sind zwei bislang nur gering erforschte Episoden aus 
der Geschichte der polnisch-byzantinischen Beziehungen. 


° G. ROSTKOWSKI, Borys-Koloman Kolomanowicz, Bizancjum i Polska w 1131-1132 roku. Przyczynek do 
dziejów bizantynsko-polskich stosunków politycznych, (in:) Inter Orientem et Occidentem. Studia z dziejów Euro- 
py Srodkowowschodniej ofiarowane Profesorowi Janowi Tyszkiewiczowi w czterdziestolecie prac naukowej, 
hrsg. T. WASILEWSKI, Warszawa 2002, S. 65-76; vgl. auch T. WASILEWSKI, La Hongrie entre deux empires et la 
Papauté dans les années 1000-1079, (in:) Byzantium and East Central Europe, Byzantina et Slavica Cracoviensia 
III, hrsg. G. PRINZING, M. SALAMON, P. STEPHENSON, Kraków 2001, S. 111-115, bes. S. 114. 


7 С. LABUDA, Mieszko II król Polski (1025-1034). Czasy przełomu w dziejach państwa polskiego, (Rozprawy 
Wydziału Historyczno-Filozoficznego PAU 73) Kraków 2001; vgl. auch J. DOWIAT, Środki przekazywania myśli, 
(in:) DERS., Kultura Polski średniowiecznej Х-ХШ w., Warszawa 1985, S. 193-251, bes. S. 234-235; M. SALA- 
MON, ,Amicus’ or ,hostis’? Boleslav the Valiant and Byzantium, Bsl. 54/1 (1993), S. 114-120, bes. S. 118. 


* Über die bulgarische Herkunft Violas, der Frau von Kazimierz, dem Fürsten von Racibórz und Opole, wer- 
den wir von Jan Długosz informiert. Vor dem Jahr 1251 schrieb der Chronist „Viola genere et natione Bulgara" 
(Annales seu Cronicae incliti Regni Poloniae, Consilium editorum S. BUDKOWA, I. GARBACIK, A. KAMINSKI, 
S. MIKUCKI, I. MITKOWSKI, M. PLEZIA, C. PIERADZKA, V. SEMKOWICZ-ZAREMBA, Warszawa 1975, liber VII- 
VIII, S. 76, siehe auch S. 328, Anm. 13. Über Viola dauert eine kontroverse Diskussion an, besonders zwischen 
W. Dziewulski und W. Swoboda; sie hat aber keine endgültigen Entscheidungen gebracht, siehe W. DZIEWULSKI, 
Bulgarka ksieznq opolska, Sobótka. Slaski Kwartalnik Historyczny 24/2 (1969), S. 159-183, bes. S. 162, 167-168; 
W. DZIEWULSKI, Odpowiedz па uwagi krytyczne Wincentego Swobody, Studia i Materiaty do Dziejów Wielko- 
polski i Pomorza 14/2 (28) (1981), S. 181-182; W. SWOBODA, Księżna kaliska Bułgarką? Przyczynek do rozbioru 
krytycznego Annalium Dlugosza, Studia i Materialy do Dziejów Wielkopolski i Pomorza, 13/1 (25) (1979), S. 61- 
78; W. SWOBODA, Replika, Studia i Materiaty do Dziejów Wielkopolski i Pomorza, 14/2 (28) (1981), S. 183-184; 
vgl. auch B. WLODARSKI, O udziale Polski w wyprawie krzyzowej Andrzeja II w 1217 roku, Kwartalnik Histo- 
ryczny 38 (1924), S. 29-36, bes. S. 35, Anm. 8; K. JASINSKI, Rodowód Piastów slaskich, Bd. I, Piastowie wroc- 
lawscy i legnicko-brzescy, Wroclawskie Towarzystwo Naukowe, Seria A, Nr 154, Wroctaw 1973, S. 17-19; 
SALAMON, Polen und Byzanz — Wege der Begegnung, S. 159-160. 


? Die Chronik des Bischofs Thietmar von Merseburg, MGH, Scriptores Rerum Germanicarum Nova Series, 
Bd. 9, hrsg. R. HOLZMANN, München 19967, VIII.33, pp. 530-32; vgl. S. ZAKRZEWSKI, Bolesław Chrobry Wielki, 
Kraków 2000 [erste Ausgabe 1925], S. 307; HALECKI, La Pologne et l'empire Byzantin, S. 44-47; SALAMON, 
‚Amicus’ or ,hostis'?; J. STRZELCZYK, Bolesław Chrobry, Poznan 1999, $. 186-191; Н. LUDAT, Piastowie i Otto- 
nowie. Wokół zjazdu gnieźnieńskiego, Zapiski Historyczne 65/2 (2000), S. 7-30; PRINZING, Byzantinische Aspekte 
der mittelalterlichen, Anm. 20. Es ist hier auf das Problem der polnischen Beteiligung an den Kümpfen in Südita- 
lien und auf Sizilien 1025-27 auf byzantinischer Seite hinzuweisen. Diese u. a. auf der Identifikation der an diesen 
Kämpfen beteiligten ,,Guandali" als Wandalen, also Polen, basierende These wurde durch die moderne Wissen- 
schaft als auf Missverstündnissen gegründet abgelehnt (SALAMON ‚Amicus’ or ‚hostis’?, S. 119; STRZELCZYK 
Boleslaw Chrobry, S. 187-188; zur mittelalterlichen und neuzeitlichen Theorie über die Abstammung der Po- 
len vom Stamm der Wandalen vgl. J. STRZELCZYK, Wandalowie i ich afrykanskie panstwo, Warszawa 1992, 
S. 311-335). 
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I. 


Nach einem imperialen, rómischen oder byzantinischen Vorbild für den Akt von 
Gnesen und die Erhebung Bolestaws durch Kaiser Otto III. haben schon А. Е. Gfrórer 
und H. Zeissberg in den 1860er Jahren gesucht. Otto und sein Hof hatten bekanntlich 
viel von der Reichssymbolik Roms und Byzanz' übernommen. Im Jahre 1966 hat 
T. Wasilewski'? einen ausführlichen Artikel zu dieser Frage veröffentlicht, und auch in 
einer jüngeren Arbeit stellte er fest, dass „für das in Gnesen angewandte Zeremoniell 
[...] in höherem Maße als bei anderen Kónigskrónungen das byzantinische Zeremo- 
nialmodell gewählt“ wurde''. Nach diesem Konzept Т. Wasilewskis erfolgte beim Akt 
des Jahres 1000 nämlich die Krönung Bolestaws zum König, die im Jahre 1025 dann 
wiederholt worden sei'”. Diese Hypothese wird in der modernen Geschichtsschreibung 
freilich eher skeptisch betrachtet". 

Für unseren Gegenstand wichtig ist allerdings die Frage byzantinischer Elemente 
im Gnesener Zeremoniell. Die diesbezügliche Vorstellung T. Wasilewskis wird in der 


0 T, WASILEWSKI, Bizantyńska symbolika zjazdu gnieźnieńskiego i jej prawno-polityczna wymowa, Przegląd 
Historyczny 57/1 (1966), S. 1-14. 


!! T. WASILEWSKI, Zjazd Gnieźnieński w roku 1000 i jego znaczenie polityczne i kościelne, (in:) Osadnictwo 
i architektura ziem polskich w dobie Zjazdu Gnieźnieńskiego, hrsg. A. BUKO, Z. ŚWIECHOWSKI, Warszawa 2000, 
S. 23-34, hier S. 30. 


? Im Jahre 1989 trat der deutsche Forscher J. Fried mit einer gut begründeten Hypotese auf, nach der in Gne- 
sen die Krönung Bolestaws stattgefunden hat, vgl. J. FRIED, Otton III i Bolestaw Chrobry. Miniatura dedykacyjna 
z Ewangeliarza z Akwizgranu, zjazd gnieznienski a krölestwa polskie i wegierskie. Analiza ikonograficzna 
i wnioski historyczne, Warszawa 2000, insbesondere S. 126-134. Diese These wurde in der polnischen Geschichts- 
schreibung grundsätzlich abgelehnt, vgl. С. LABUDA, Zjazd gnieznienski w oSwietleniu ikonograficznym, Kwartal- 
nik Historyczny 98/2 (1991), S. 3-18; В. MICHALOWSKI, Przestanki ideowe zjazdu gnieznienskiego. Przyczynek do 
rozstrzygnięcia problemu, (in:) Homines et societas. Czasy Piastów i Jagiellonów. Studia historyczne ofiarowane 
A. Gąsiorowskiemu w sześćdziesiątą piątą rocznicę urodzin, Poznańskie Towarzystwo Przyjaciół Nauk, Wydział 
Historii i Nauk, Poznań 1997, S. 48. Bemerkenswert ist allerdings, dass der letztgenannte Forscher betont, dass die 
Feierlichkeiten in Gnesen darauf hindeuten, dass „die Absicht Ottos III. war, Chrobry zur kóniglichen Würde zu 
erheben". Diese Ansicht „ist sehr wahrscheinlich, selbst wenn die Geste der Aufsetzung des Diadems auf das 
Haupt Bolestaws, worüber Gallus Anonymus schreibt, anders denn als Ankündigung der Salbung zum König zu 
deuten wäre“ (MICHAŁOWSKI, Przesłanki ideowe, S. 48). J. Strzelczyk schreibt jüngst: „der Wahrheit am nächsten 
stünde vielleicht die Vermutung, dass Otto III. mit allen [...] beschriebenen Handlungen die Grundlage für die 
künftigen (unterstrichen von J.S.) Krónung vorbereiten wollte, vielleicht hat er sie sogar offiziell angekündigt, 
was in der polnischen Geschichtsschreibung als tatsáchliche Krónung verstanden werden konnte [...]. Von Zeitge- 
nossen [...] konnte Bolestaw Chrobry schon im Jahre 1000 als König ohne formelle kirchliche Weihe angesehen 
werden.“, STRZELCZYK Boleslaw Chrobry, S. 125-126. 


3 G. Labuda meint, dass „die von Gallus Anonymus beschriebene Zeremonie der ‘Krönung’ des Fürsten Bo- 
lestaw mit dem kaiserlichen Diadem keine Krönung im exakten Sinne bedeutete, sondern mit der Verleihung 
'kóniglicher' Kompetenzen in seinem Lande durch den Kaiser verbunden war; mithin bedeutete sie, wie es jetzt 
allgemein angenommen wird, die Aufnahme des polnischen Fürsten in die ‘Familie der Kónige'", vgl. G. LABU- 
DA, Aspekty polityczne i koscielne tzw 'zjazdu gnieznienskiego’ w roku 1000, (in:) Ziemie polskie w X wieku i ich 
znaczenie w ksztaltowaniu sie nowej mapy Europy, hrsg. H. SAMSONOWICZ, Kraków 2000, S. 17-33, hier bes. 
S. 31; siehe auch H. LOWMIANSKI, Poczatki Polski, Bd. IV, Z dziejów Slowian w I tysiqcleciu n.e., Warszawa 
1973, S. 619-62; Początki Polski, Bd. VV1-2, Polityczne i społeczne procesy kształtowania sie narodu do początku 
wieku XIV, Warszawa 1985, siehe Am. 73 auf S. 48-51; J. STRZELCZYK, Boleslaw Chrobry..., S. 60-61; J. WYRO- 
ZUMSKI, Dzieje Polski piastowskiej (VIII w. — 1370), (Wielka Historia Polski Bd. 2) Kraków 1999, S. 91-92. 

Zum Überblick über die letzten Arbeiten zur Begegnung in Gniezno vgl. G. LABUDA, O badaniach nad zjazdem 
gnieznienskim roku 1000. Spostrzezenia i zastrzezenia, Roczniki Historyczne 58 (2002), S. 107-156; J. STRZEL- 
CZYK, Naukowe poklosie millenium zjazdu gnieznienskiego, Roczniki Historyczne 68 (2002), S. 157-174. 
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polnischen Geschichtsschreibung unterschiedlich beurteilt. G. Labuda'* betont den re- 
ligiós-sakralen Charakter der Begegnung in Gnesen, lehnt es aber ab, sie als unmittel- 
bare Analogie zum Text von Nikephoros zu betrachten. Er deutet Bolestaws Benen- 
nung als kaiserlicher Bruder und Mitarbeiter (?) des Kaisertums als ,,Ehrentitel, die an 
die in der Umgebung des Kaisers Otto und des Papstes Sylvester II. herausgebildete 
Ideologie von der ‘renovatio imperii Romani’ “‘ anknüpften'”. Bekanntlich spielten bei 
der Konzeption der Erneuerung des Römischen Kaiserreiches byzantinische Muster eine 
wesentliche Rolle. Eher positiv wurden T. Wasilewskis Vorstellungen über die byzati- 
nischen Bezüge der Gnesener Zeremonien — im Gegensatz zur Meinung von С. Labuda 
— hingegen von Н. Lowmianski’®, M. Salamon!”, J. Strzelczyk'® und J. Fried? beurteilt. 
Es sollte hier betont werden, dass byzantinische Ziige des Gnesener Zeremoniells 
wohl nur einen mittelbaren Kontakt der Piastenmonarchie mit dem byzantinischen 
Reich anzeigen; sie spiegeln die Aufnahme von byzantinischen Traditionen im Ottoni- 
schen Kaiserreich unter Otto III. im Rahmen der renovatio imperii Romani wider. J. 
Shepard hat unlängst die byzantinischen Aspekte des Gnesener Treffens umfassend 
untersucht". Der Forscher unterstreicht die nach Byzanz zielende Interpretation der 
geschilderten Gesten, so von Bolestaws Bezeichnung als Bruder und Mitarbeiter des 
Kaiserreichs. Auch dass er vom Kaiser mit einem Diadem geschmückt wurde, weist 
laut J. Shepard auf imperiale oströmische Muster hin”'. Außerdem stellt er fest, dass 
Otto bei der Übergabe der Kopie der Mauritiuslanze an Boleslaw Chrobry, die er eher 
als Religiuar denn als Machtsymbol betrachtet habe, ebenfalls ein byzantinisches Rit- 
ual befolgte””. Schließlich sieht der Forscher in der dem Rang entsprechenden Aufstel- 
lung der Hofleute? durch Bolesław Elemente eines byzantinischen Zeremoniells. Eine 
Analogie zu dieser Verbindung von Farbe und Würde finden wir in spätbyzantinischen 
Quellen aus dem 14. Ih. Ähnliche Gepflogenheiten sind schon bei Konstantin Porphy- 
rogenetos zu erkennen”. Der Autor kommt zu einer äußerst interessanten Schlussfolge- 
rung: „It is quite possible that Boleslaw and other Polish notables had some inkling of 
these goings-on at the Byzantine court.‘“. Durch die Bezeichnung Bolestaws als Mit- 


“ G. LABUDA, Organizacja Kościoła w Polsce w drugiej połowie X wieku i kościelne znaczenie zjazdu gnie- 
nieńskiego w roku 1000, (in:) Studia nad początkami państwa polskiego, Bd. II, Poznań, S. 426-526, hier S. 513, 
Anm. 197. 


^ LABUDA, Aspekty polityczne i kościelne, S. 31. 

'6 ŁOWMIAŃSKI, Początki Polski, Bd. IV, S. 620-621. 

U SALAMON, Polen und Byzanz — Wege der Begegnung, S. 164. 

18 STRZELCZYK, Bolesław Chrobry, S. 60; J. STRZELCZYK, Otton Ш, Wrocław-Warszawa-Kraków 2000, S. 125. 


' FRIED, Otton 111 i Bolesław Chrobry, S. 129-130, 150; dieser Gruppe ist sicherlich auch R. Michałowski zu- 
zurechnen, vgl. MICHAŁOWSKI, Przesłanki ideowe zjazdu, S. 47, Anm. 2). 


? J. SHEPARD, Otto Ш, Boleslaw Chrobry and the ‘happening’ at Gniezno, A.D. 1000: some possible implica- 
tions of Professor Poppe’ thesis concerning the spring of Anna Porphyrogenita, (in:) Byzantium and East Central 
Europe, hrsg. G. PRINZING, M. SALAMON, P. STEPHENSON, Kraków 2001, Byzantina et Slavica Cracoviensia 3, 
S. 27-48. 


21 SHEPARD, Otto III, Boleslaw Chrobry, S. 14-18. 


? J. Shepard schreibt: „So it is possible that Otto, in his apparent emphasis on the True Cross at Gniezno, was 
deliberately evoking Byzantine usages [...]“; SHEPARD, Опо Ш, Boleslaw Chrobry, S. 14. 


? Wobei jedem Rang ein Gewand in einer bestimmten Einfärbung entsprach. 
# SHEPARD, Otto Ш, Boleslaw Chrobry, S. 13, Anm. 49. 
5 Ébenda, S. 14. 
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arbeiter knüpfte Otto an die allgemein in Byzanz benutzte Titulatur an. Er hat das in 
derselben Weise gegenüber den altrussischen Fürsten Svjatoslav (945-973) und - zu- 
mindest laut J. Shepard — gegenüber Wladimir (um 980-1015) praktiziert, und zwar „in 
the e Ape allen that its ‘eastern resonance’ would strike a cord with Boleslaw and his 
elite.” Der Autor fasst seine Interpretation folgendermaßen zusammen: „It is likely 
that some notions of the authority symbols and hierarchy of court costume of the By- 
zantine Empire were harboured, albeit sketchily and imperfectly, by Boleslaw and also 
by some other members of the Polish elite“. Bei den Überlegungen über die Zusam- 
mensetzung dieser Elite bemerkt er, dass „it would not be surprising if some were pro- 
fessional warriors of fortune who had served further afield, perhaps in Rus or Byzan- 
tium." 

„Die Diskussion über byzantinische Akzente bei der Begegnung in Gnesen dauert 

°. Suchen wir einen Ausgangspunkt für das Interesse des polnischen Hofes am by- 
ROA Zeremoniell, so soll hier besonders auf den Hoftag in Quedlinburg (Abb. 
1), der zu Ostern 973 (23./24. Marz) stattgefunden hat, hingewiesen werden. 

Quedlinburg war nicht zufállig Schauplatz des Geschehens, denn es war im 10. Jh. 
eine der wichtigsten Stätten des ottonischen Reiches. Der Ort, gelegen auf dem Famili- 
enbesitz der Liudolfinger, wird 922 erstmals schriftlich erwähnt”. Unter Heinrich I. 
war Quedlinburg ein bevorzugter königlicher Aufenthaltsort, doch wuchs seine Bedeu- 
tung paradoxerweise noch nach seinem Tode stark an. Der erste ottonische Kónig wur- 
de an jenem Orte bestattet, seine Witwe Mathilde trat dort ins Kloster ein und „hat ihr 
weiteres Leben ganz dem Gedenken ihres verstorbenen Gemahls gewidmet [.. I In 
der Folgezeit wurde Quedlinburg für gut ein Jahrhundert zur wichtigsten „Osterpfalz“ 
des Reiches? 

Dass kirchliche Feiertage ein Anlass für Begegnungen zwischen den Herrschern 
und dem hohen Adel (conventus) waren, ist der Aufmerksamkeit der Forschung nicht 
entgangen”. Neben anderen derartigen Festtagen” hat auch das Osterfest dafür eine 
wichtige Rolle gespielt. Während in karolingischer Zeit üblicherweise in der Woche 


°° SHEPARD, Otto Ш, Boleslaw Chrobry, S. 15. 
"7 Ebenda, S. 19. 


# Vgl. J. DUDEK, Emperor Опо Ш’; ,advent’ at Gniezno in March 1000 as evidence of the presence of the 
Byzantine ceremonials at the first Piasts’ court?, Bsl. 63 (2007), S. 117-130. 

* J, FLECKENSTEIN, Pfalz und Stift Quedlinburg. Zum Problem ihrer Zuordnung unter den Ottonen, Nach- 
richten der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Góttingen, I. Philologisch-Historische Klasse 1992/2, S. 9-21, S. 11: 
H.K. SCHULZE, Sachsen als ottonische Königslandschaft, (in:) Otto der Grosse, Magdeburg und Europa (Eine 
Ausstellung im Kulturhistorischen Museum Magdeburg vom 27. August — 2. Dezember 2001; Katalog der 27. 
Ausstellung des Europarates und Landesausstellung Sachsen-Anhalt), hrsg. M. PUHLE, Bd. I (Essays), Mainz, S 
30-52, hier S. 33. 

? Über die Bedeutung Mathildes, vgl. K. GÖRICH, Mathilde-Edgith-Adelheid. Ottonische Königinnen als 
Fürsprecherinnen, (in:) Ottonische Neuanfänge. Symposion zur Ausstellung „Otto der Große, Magdeburg und 
Europa", hrsg. B. SCHNEIDMULLER, S. WEINFURTER, Mainz 2001, S. 251-291, hier S. 260; allgemein über die 
Bedeutung Quedlinburgs im 10. Jh., vgl. J.W. BERNHARDT, Itinerant Kingship and Royal Monasteries in Earl 
Medieval Germany, c. 936-1075, Cambridge *1996, S. 138-149. 

*! SCHULZE, Sachsen als ottonische, S. 33. 

32 W. HUSCHNER, Kirchenfest und Herrschaftspraxis. Die Regierungszeiten der ersten beiden Kaiser aus 
liudolfingischem Hause (936-983), Teil I: Otto I. (936-973), Zeitschrift für Geschichtswissenschaft 41/1 (1993), S 
24-55, S. 25 mit weiteren Literaturangaben. 


?! HUSCHNER, Kirchenfest und Herrschaftspraxis, S. 27. 
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vor Ostern gefeiert wurde, bürgerte sich seit der Wende vom 9. zum 10. Jh. dafür die 
Woche nach Ostern ein, wie es von den PZ von 932 und 948 in Erfurt und Ingel- 
heim auch ausdrücklich festgelegt wurde” 

Bereits in der Regierungszeit Ottos I. waren Ostern und Weihnachten häufig Anlass 
für Begegnungen diplomatischen Charakters”. Die Studien zu königlichen und kaiser- 
lichen Itinerarien belegen”, dass es zu wichtigen kirchlichen und weltlichen Treffen 
am häufigsten in Ostsachsen-Nordthüringen, Rheinfranken und Niederlothringen”” ge- 
kommen ist, also in den von E. Müller-Mertens” als „politische Zentralráume" be- 
zeichneten Territorien. In der erstgenannten Region ragt Quedlinburg hervor, in den 
anderen Aachen und Ingelheim. Die Rolle von Ostsachsen-Nordthüringen — und damit 
Quedlinburgs - steigt in der Regierungszeit Ottos II. noch an”. Deutliche Veränderun- 
gen bringt erst die Regierung Heinrichs II. (1002-1024): Zwar behält jener Herrscher 
anfänglich die traditionellen Tagungsorte bei, also Quedlinburg (Ostern 1003), Aachen 
(Ostern 1005) und Ingelheim (Ostern 1006); mit der Zeit gewinnen jedoch andere 
Zentren an Bedeutung, so Merseburg und Bamberg”. 

Der Hoftag in Quedlinburg zu Ostern 973 reihte sich also in eine lange Tradition der 
Liudolfinger ein. Gleichwohl hatte er einzigartige Bedeutung, und zwar aufgrund seiner. 
besonderen historischen Konstellation: Otto I. kehrte von einem en Aufenthalt 
in Italien zurück, bei dem er fast alle Ziele seiner Außenpolitik erreicht hatte! 





# С. BEYREUTHER, Die Osterfeier als Akt königlicher Repräsentanz und Herrschaftsausübung unter Heinrich 
II. (1002-1024), (in:) Feste und Feiern im Mittelalter, hrsg. D. ALTENBURG, J. JARNUT, H.-H. STEINHOFF, Sigma- 
ringen 1991, S. 247-253, S. 247; W. HUSCHNER, Kirchenfest und Herrschaftspraxis, S. 28; H.K. SCHULZE, Sach- 
sen als ottonische, S. 39; über die Synode 948, vgl. М.Т. SZCZEPAŃSKI, Religijne powinności władcy w polityce 
Ottona I do 962 roku, Kwartalnik Historyczny 106/3 (1999), S. 3-33, hier S. 5-11. 


55 HUSCHNER, Kirchenfest und Herrschaftspraxis, S. 31-32. 


% Zu den Itinerarien siehe die grundlegende Arbeit von E. MÜLLER-MERTENS, Die Reichsstruktur im Spiegel 
der Herrschaftspraxis Ottos des Grossen. Mit historiographischen Prolegomena zur Frage Feudalstaat auf deut- 
schem Boden, seit wann deutscher Feudalstaat?, (Forschungen zur mittelalterlichen Geschichte Bd. 25) Berlin 
1980, S. 79-101. 


37 HUSCHNER, Kirchenfest und Herrschaftspraxis, S. 39, vgl. Verzeichnis auf S. 38. 
* MULLER-MERTENS, Die Reichsstruktur, S. 140. 


? W, HUSCHNER, Kirchenfest und Herrschaftspraxis. Die Regierungszeiten der ersten beiden Kaiser aus liu- 
dolfingischem Hause (936-983), Teil II: Otto II. (973-983), Zeitschrift fur Geschichtswissenschaft 41/2 (1993), 
S. 117-124, S. 126. 


*? BEYREUTHER, Die Osterfeier als Akt königlicher, S. 250-251, vgl. Verzeichnis auf S. 252; U. REULING, 
Quedlinburg. Königspfalz — Reichsstift — Markt, (in:) Deutsche Königspfalzen. Beiträge zu ihrer historischen und 
archäologischen Erforschung, T. IV (Pfalzen — Reichsgut — Königshöfe), hrsg. L. FENSKE, Veröffentlichungen des 
Max-Planck-Instituts für Geschichte 11/4, Góttingen 1996, S. 184-247, hier S. 185; allgemein zu geographischen 
Aspekten der Regierung der Herrscher des 10.-11. Jh. vgl. W. METZ, Königshaus, Königsgut und Königskirchen, 
Blätter für deutsche Landesgeschichte. Neue Folge des Korrespondenzblattes 120 (1984), S. 1-18; T. ZOTZ, Kö- 
nigspfalz und Herrschaftspraxis im 10. und frühen 11. Jahrhundert, Blätter für deutsche Landesgeschichte. Neue 
Folge des Korrespondenzblattes 120 (1984), $. 19-46; J.W. BERNHARDT, Itinerant Kingship; über die Regierungs- 
zeit Ottons II, vgl. D. ALVERMANN, Königsherrschaft und Reichsintegration. Eine Untersuchung zur politischen 
Struktur von regna und imperium zur Zeit Kaisers Ottos II. (967) 973-983, „Berliner Historische Studien“ 28, 
Berlin 1998; über die Regierungszeit Heinrichs II. vgl. S. WEINFURTER, Die Zentralisierung der Herrschaftsge- 
walt im Reich durch Heinrich II, Historisches Jahrbuch 106 (1986), S. 241-297. 


* Otto gelang es auch, die mit der sog. Usurpation Hermann Billungs verbundene Situation zu bewältigen, 
dazu D. SALEWSKY, Otto I. und der sächsischen Adel, (in:) Otto der Grosse, Magdeburg und Europa (Eine Aus- 
stellung im Kulturhistorischen Museum Magdeburg vom 27. August — 2. Dezember 2001; Katalog der 27. Aus- 
stellung des Europarates und Landesausstellung Sachsen-Anhalt), hrsg. M. PUHLE, Bd. I (Essays), Mainz 2001, S. 
53-64, besonders S. 61-63. 


166 


Zwei Episoden aus der Geschichte der polnisch-byzantinischen Kontakte des 10. bis 12. Jahrhunderts 





Der grofen Bedeutung des Quedlinburger Osterhoftages waren sich schon die zeit- 
genóssischen Chronisten bewusst (s. unten), was ähnlich auch für die moderne Ge- 
schichtsschreibung gilt. J. Fried^ stellt fest: „Eine so glanzvolle Versammlung hatte 
Sachsen bis dahin nicht gesehen. [...] Dieser Hoftag offenbarte, was die Kaiserwürde 
der Liudolfinger dem Land am Rande der christlichen Welt eingebracht hatte: Óffnung, 
Glanz und Ruhm“. J. Laudage urteilt ähnlich: „Diese Versammlung [...] übertraf auch 
an Pracht alles, was man nórdlich der Alpen seit Jahrzehnten zu sehen gewohnt war“. 
Dem Hoftag wird nicht nur deshalb Aufmerksamkeit geschenkt, weil er gewissermaßen 
eine Krönung der politischen Erfolge Ottos, „die summa seines Lebens“ (J. Gulya), 
darstellte”. Er weckt auch vor dem Hintergrund des gegenwärtigen europäischen Ver- 
einigungsprozesses Interesse. „Von ungeheurer Bedeutung”, so J. Gulya, „war es, dass 
Europa — im heutigen und engen Sinne — durch seine Vertreter hier zum ersten Male im 
Laufe der Geschichte gemeinsam auftrat“* 

Über den Quedlinburger Osterhoftag wen wir durch sieben Uberlieferungen in- 
formiert ^: 

1). Rerum gestarum saxonicarum 
„Egressus est itaque de Italia cum magna gloria, capto rege Longobardorum, supartis 
Graecis victisque Sarracensis, cum victricibus alis Galliam ingressus est, inde Germa- 
niam transiturus et proximum pascha loco celebri Quidilingaburg celebraturus; ubi di- 
versarum gentium multitudo conveniens, restitutum patriae cum filio 
cum magno gaudio celebrabant. 
2). Thietmar, Chronicon 
„Dehinc ivit Quidilingaburg proximum pascha divinis laudibus humanisque gaudiis 
peragens. Huc confluebant imperatoris edictu Miseco atque Bolizlaus duces et legati 
Grecorum, Beneventanorum, Ungariorum, Bulgariorum, Danorum et Slavorum cum 
omnibus tocius regni primariis; consummatisque pacifice cunctis, ditati muneribus 
magnis reversi sunt ad sua letatnets.'^ 

3). Annales Altahenses maiores 
„Otto imperator maior et filius eius Otto item imperator cum imperatricibus ХПИ. Kal. 
April. Quidlingaburg venerunt, ibi diem paschalem celebrant, is contigit X. Kal. April. 


+ J. FRIED, Der Weg in die Geschichte. Die Ursprünge Deutschlands bis 1024, Ullstein 1998, S. 672. 

*! J. LAUDAGE, Otto der Grosse (912-973). Eine Biographie, Regensburg 2001, S. 289; vgl. auch R. KÓPKE, 
E. DUMMLER, Kaiser Otto der Grosse, Leipzig 1876, S. 501-509; R. HOLTZMANN, Geschichte der süchsischen 
Kaiserzeit (900-1024), München 1943, S. 224-225; F. DVORNIK, The Making of Central and Eastern Europe, 
London 1949, S. 83; G. ALTHOFF, Die Ottonen: Königsherrschaft ohne Staat, Stuttgart-Berlin-Kóln-Kohlhammer 
2000, S. 135; В. SCHIEFFER, Der Platz Ottos des Grossen in der Geschichte, (т:) Ottonische Neuanfänge. Sympo- 
sion zur Ausstellung „Otto der Große, Magdeburg und Europa", hrsg. B. SCHNEIDMULLER, S. WEINFURTER, 
Mainz 2001, S. 17-35, hier S. 28; H.K. SCHULZE, Sachsen als ottonische, S. 41. 

^ J. GULYA, Der Hoftag in Quedlinburg 973, (in:) Der Hoftag in Quedlinburg 973. Von den historischen 
Wurzeln zum Neuen Europa, hrsg. A. RANFT, Berlin 2006, S. 19-27, hier S. 25. 


* GULYA, Der Hoftag in Quedlinburg 973, S. 23. 


* Ch. LUBKE, Regesten zur Geschichte der Slawen an Elbe und Oder (vom Jahr 900 an), Teil II (Regesten 
900-983), Osteuropastudien der Hochschule des Landes Hessen, Reihe I, Giessener Abhandlungen zur Agrar- und 
Wirtschaftsforschung des europäischen Ostens Bd. 133, Berlin 1985, $. 228-229. 


* Widukind von Korvei, Die Sachsengeschichte des Widukind von Korvei, hrsg. H.E. LOHMANN, P. HIRSCH, 
Hannover 1935”, IILLXXV., S. 152. 


^ Die Chronik des Bischofs Thietmar, 11.31.23-29., S. 77. 
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Illuc venere legati Graecorum Beneventorum cum muneribus, XII primates Ungaro- 
rum, Bulgariorum duo; etiam legati ducis Haroldi, quem putabant resistere imperatori, 
omnia sua deditioni Otonis subiciunt cum statuto vectigali. Boneszlawo dux Sclavienus 
regiis eum inumerabiliter donans illuc venit muneribus. Miszego etiam dux Sclavienus, 
terrore compulsus filium mittit obsidem. ^? 

4). Annales Hildesheimenses 

„Otto imperator senior cum iuniore venit Quidelinburg ibique celebravit sanctum pa- 
scha X. Kal.Aprilis. Illucque venerunt legati plurimarum gentium, id es Romanorum, 
Grecorum, Beneventorum, Italorum, Ungariorum, Danorum, Sclavorum, Bulgariorum 
antque Ruscorum, cum magnis muneribus.'?? 

5). Annales Magdeburgenses 

„Post haec Quidelingeburch abbatiam, quam venerabilis mater sua Machthildis condi- 
dit, adiens, advenientibus ibi Polanici ac Boemi ducum, Grecorum quoque, Benevento- 
rum, Ungariorum, Bulgariorum, Danorum et Sclavorum legatis, cum totius regni prin- 
cipum concursu paschalia qaudia festivo honore peregit, licet ill Hermannus, praedictus 
Saxoniae dux sibi dilectissimus, tunc moriens non modicum conturbaverit. Deinde 
cunctis pacifice consummatis, dimissisque legatis ac magnis muneribus ditatis [.. oes 
6). Gesta archiepiscoporum Magdeburgensium 

„Inde Quidelingeburg abbatiam, quam venerabilis mater sua Mechtilis condidit, adiens, 
advenientibus ibi Polonie ac Bohemie ducum, Grecorum quoque, Beneventorum, Un- 
gariorum, Bulgariorum, Danorum et Slavorum legatis, cum totius regni principum con- 
cursu paschalia qaudia peregit, licet illa Hermannus dux Saxonie sibi dilectissimus tunc 
moriens non modicum conturbaverit.“? 

7). Lamperti Hersfeldensis Annales 

Otto imperator senior cum iuniore venit Quidelinburg ibique celebravit sanctum pa- 
scha X. Kal.Aprilis. Illucque venerunt legati plurimarum gentium, id es Romanorum, 
Grecorum, Beneventorum, Italorum, Ungariorum, Danorum, Sclavorum, Bulgariorum 
antque Ruscorum, cum magnis muneribus.'^" 


Die Chronisten betonen mithin den überaus feierlichen Charakter des Treffens und 
heben die zahlreichen fremden Gäste hervor. Es ist leider unsicher, wer genau in Qued- 
linburg zugegen war. Der früheste Berichterstatter, Widukind von Corvey, beschränkt 
sich auf die Feststellung, dass sich in Quedlinburg „eine Vielfalt verschiedener Völker“ 
versammelt habe. Thietmar nennt etwas später unter den Teilnehmern des Hoftages 
Mieszko I., Bolestaw von Böhmen, Repräsentanten von Byzanz, Benevent, Ungarn und 
Bulgarien, aus Dänemark und aus dem elbslawischen Gebiet. Der Hildesheimer Anna- 


* Annales Altahenses maiores, ex recensione W. de GIESEBRECHT et E.L.B. AB OEFELE, recognovit E.L.B. 
AB OEFELE, (Scriptores Rerum Germanicarum in usum scholarum Bd. 4) Hannover 1891, J. 973, S. 11. 


? Annales Hildesheimenses, hrsg. G. WAITZ, (MGH, Scriptores Rerum Germanicarum Bd. 8) Hannover 1878, 
J. 973, S. 23. 


`l Annales Magdeburgenses, hrsg. С.Н. PERTZ, (MGH, Scriptores Bd. 16) Hannover 1859, S. 105-196, 
S. 153. 


5? Gesta Archiepiscoporum magdeburgensium, hrsg. С. SCHUM, (MGH, Scriptores Bd. 14) Hannover 1883, S. 
361-486, J. 973, S. 384. 


53 Lamperti Monachi Hersfeldensis Opera, hrsg. О. HOLDER-EGGER, (Scriptores Rerum Germanicarum in u- 
sum scholarum Bd. 38) Hannover-Leipzig 1874, 1. 773, S. 42. 
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list zählt Gesandte aus Byzanz, Benevent, Ungarn, Bulgarien, Dänemark und von den 
Slawen auf. Der Schópfer der Annales Altahenses maiores hinwiederum informiert uns 
— außer über die Landernamen — auch über die Zahl der Gäste und bestimmte politische 
Hintergründe: Erwähnt werden die Vertreter von Benevent, Byzanz und Ungarn (12 
Personen) sowie aus Bulgarien (zwei Personen). Die dänischen Besucher seien von 
ihrem König Harald geschickt worden, aus Böhmen kam Herzog Bolestaw, und 
Mieszko I. seinen Sohn Bolestaw entsandte als polnischen Botschafter. 

Die letzte Quelle, die Annales Lamperti, nennt unter den Teilnehmern des Hoftages 
Vertreter des Papsttums (Romanorum), verschiedener italienischer Zentren (Jtalorum), 
Besucher aus Byzanz, Benevent, Ungarn, Dänemark, den Slawenländern, Bulgarien 
und der Kiewer Rus‘. Es sollte noch hinzugefügt werden, dass laut einer Urkunde Ottos 
I. der Bischof von Cremona, Odalrich, ebenfalls Ostern 973 in Quedlinburg weilte”. 
Ferner kam es bald nach dem Hoftag in Quedlinburg zu einem Treffen des Kaisers mit 
Gesandten des spanischen bzw. afrikanischen Kalifats. Sie hatten an dem großen Tref- 
fen teilnehmen sollen, waren aber aus uns unbekannten Gründen zu spät eingetroffen” | 

Die schriftlichen Überlieferungen informieren uns leider nur schemenhaft über den 
Verlauf und die Resultate der Quedlinburger Gespráche. Nach Thietmar waren sie er- 
gebnisreich, „consummatisque pacifice cunctis, ditati muneribus magnis reversi sunt ad 
sua laetantes.“ (Thietmar, II.31., S. 76). 

Die Anwesenheit von Gesandten, teils sogar Herrschaftstrágern der Nachbarn des 
Reiches, also Dánemarks, Polens, Bóhmens und der Elbslawen, kann nicht verwun- 
dern. Dasselbe gilt für die Vertreter italienischer Zentren, angesichts des lange wühren- 
den und intensiven kaiserlichen Engagements jenseits der Alpen. In Bezug auf die pol- 
nische Delegation sollte betont werden, dass es unklar ist, ob Mieszko I. oder Bolestaw 
Chrobry anwesend waren”. Dass aber polnische Gesandte am Orte weilten, ist unzwei- 
felhaft. Sie kamen vor allem, wegen des Streites zwischen Mieszko I. und dem Mark- 
grafen Hodo der einer Vermittlung bedurfte”. 

Für unsere Fragestellung wesentlich ist selbstredend die Anwesenheit byzantini- 
scher Repräsentanten und von Gesandten jener Völker, die eng mit der oströmischen 
Zivilisation verbunden waren — also aus Bulgarien, Rus’ und Ungarn. 

Außer Theophanu kennen wir leider keinen weiteren der byzantinischen Teilnehmer 
des Treffens. Wir wissen auch nicht, zu welchem Zweck Johannes Tzimiskes seine 
Botschafter überhaupt nach Quedlinburg entsandte *, Der Hoftag fand nach Abschluss 


54 W. HUSCHNER, Benevent - Capua — Magdeburg — Salerno: Neue Erzbistiimer an der Peripherie des latei- 
nischen Europa im 10. Jahrhundert, (in:) Der Hoftag in Quedlinburg 973. Von den historischen Wurzeln zum 
Neuen Europa, hrsg. A. RANFT, Berlin 2006, S. 37-49, S. 37, Anm. 4, hier Quellenangaben. 


% FRIED, Der Weg in die Geschichte, S. 672; GULYA, Der Hoftag in Quedlinburg 973, S. 22. 


5% G. LABUDA, Ekskurs o relacjach Thietmara z roku 973 i 986, (in:) IDEM, Studia nad początkami państwa 
polskiego, Poznan 1987, S. 510-521, hier 511-519; J. STRZELCZYK, Mieszko Pierwszy, Poznan 1999, S. 151-154. 


* Vom hier erörterten Gesichtspunkt aus hat es keine Bedeutung, ob der Kaiser bei diesem Streit direkt in 
Quedlinburg entschied, oder ob schon früher irgendwelche Entscheidungen in dieser Sache getroffen worden 
waren. Zu dieser Frage siehe G. LABUDA, Ekskurs o relacjach. 


5% W, OHNSORGE, Otto I. und Byzanz, (in:) W. OHNSORGE, Konstantinopel und der Okzident. Gesammelte 
Aufsätze zur Geschichte der byzantinisch-abendländischen Beziehungen und des Kaisertums, Darmstadt 1966, S. 
208-226, hier S. 224; W. OHNSORGE, Die Heirat Kaiser Ottos Il. mit der Byzantinerin Theophano (972), (in:) 
W. OHNSORGE, Ost-Rom und der Westen. Gesammelte Aufsätze zur Geschichte der byzantinisch-abendländischen 
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erfolgreicher Verhandlungen Ottos mit Byzanz “аи”. Diplomatische Beziehungen 
hatten an Gewicht gewonnen, seitdem Johannes Tzimiskes — nach der Ermordung Ni- 
kephors am 10./11. Dezember 969 — den Thron in Konstantinopel bestiegen hatte. Die 
Trauung Ottos II. und Theophanus durch Papst Johannes XIII. am 14. A ril 972 war 
Ausdruck einer friedlichen Beilegung der vorangegangenen Streitigkeiten® . Otto I. war 
in dieser Hinsicht allerdings nicht zur Gänze erfolgreich gewesen: Sein Versuch, eine 
Purpurgeborene als Braut für seinen Sohn zu gewinnen, waren misslungen*'. 

Über die Byzantiner, die Theophanu auf ihrer Reise nach Rom begleiteten, wissen 
wir nichts Näheres“. Es wird vermutet, dass die in Quedlinburg anwesenden griechi- 
schen Gesandten aus diesem Kreis kamen, doch führt diese Überlegung für unseren 
Problemkreis nicht sehr weiter. 

Die einzige zu Ostern 973 in Quedlinburg anwesende Repräsentantin von Byzanz, 
die wir näher kennen, ist also Theophanu, eine Nichte des Kaisers Johannes Tzimiskes. 
Sie war damals 12 oder 13 Jahre alt. Ihr Vater ist uns nicht bekannt. Es wird jedoch 
vermutet, dass » Theophanus Vater [...] offenbar der niedrigsten byzantinischen Rang- 
stufe“ angehörte. 





Beziehungen und des Kaisertums, Darmstadt 1983, S. 128-172, hier S. 145, Anm. 68; T.C. LOUNGHIS, Les ambas- 
sades byzantines en Occident. Depuis la fondation des états barbares jusqu’ aux croisades (407-1096), Athènes 
1980, S. 478-479; D. NERLICH, Diplomatische Gesandschaften zwischen Ost- und Westkaisern 756-1002, (Geist 
und Werk der Zeiten. Arbeiten aus dem Historischen Seminar der Universitát Zürich. 92), Bern-Berlin-Bruxelles- 
Frankfurt am Main-New York-Wien 1999, S. 303. 


* Der deutsche Herrscher behielt seine feudale Macht über Benevent und Capua, Byzanz erkannte seinen kai- 
serlichen Titel an, vgl. J. SHEPARD, Byzantium and the West, (in:) The New Cambridge Medieval History, Bd. 3 
(900-1024) hrsg. T. REUTER, Cambridge 1999, S. 605-623, hier S. 610-615; D. NERLICH, Diplomatische Gesand- 
schaften, S. 57-64; J.R. LILIE, Byzanz. Das zweite Rom, Berlin 2003, S. 244-246. 


9 W. OHNSORGE, Otto I. und Byzanz, S. 222-224; W. OHNSORGE, Die Heirat Kaiser Ottos II, S. 128. 


é! Der Wunsch Ottos I. war, dass Anna, die Tochter Romans II. - also eine Porphyrogennetin — zur Frau sei- 
nes Sohnes werde. In Byzanz galt allerdings das Prinzip, Porphyrogennetinnen nicht heiraten zu lassen (vgl. Cons- 
tantine Porphyrogenitus, De administrando imperio, greek Text edited by G. MORAVCSIK, English Translation by 
R.J.H. JENKINS, Corpus Fontium Historiae Byzantine, Bd. I, Washington 1967, c. 13, S. 70, 111; vgl. W. OHNSOR- 
GE, Die Heirat Kaiser Ottos II, S. 137-138; A. DAVIDS, Marriage negotiations between Byzantium and the West 
and the name of Theophano in Byzantium (eight to tenth centuries), (in:) The empress Theophano. Byzantium and 
the West at the turn of the first millennium, hrsg. A. DAVIDS, Cambridge, S. 99-120; J. SHEPARD, A marriage 100 
far? Maria Lekapena and Peter of Bulgaria, (in:) The empress Theophano. Byzantium and the West at the turn of 
the first millennium, hrsg. A. DAVIDS, Cambridge 1995, S. 99-120; J. SHEPARD, Marriages towards the millenni- 
um, (in:) Byzantium in the Year 1000, hrsg. P. MAGDALINO, The Medieval Mediterranean. Peoples, Economies 
and Cultures, 400-1500, t. 45, Leiden-Boston, S. 1-29). Der erste Abgang von diesem Prinzip war die Vermählung 
Annas mit Wladimir dem Großen 988/989, siehe OHNSORGE, Die Heirat Kaiser Ottos II, S. 138. 


°? Um die Wende 971/972 erreichte die große deutsche Gesandtschaft Konstantinopel, sie wurde vom Bischof 
von Kóln geleitet. Die deutschen Gesandten kehrten mit Theophanu nach Rom zurück; bekanntlich waren darunter 
zwei Bischófe, dabei vielleicht Liutprand von Cremona; vgl. OHNSORGE, Die Heirat Kaiser Ottos II, S. 145-147). 
Das Gefolge Theophanus wurde von Benevent bis nach Rom von Bischof Dietrich von Metz geführt; siehe 
OHNSORGE, Die Heirat Kaiser Ottos II, S. 143. 


5! OHNSORGE, Die Heirat Kaiser Ottos И, S. 150; Biographische Daten, vgl. F. DOLGER, Die Ottonenkaiser 
und Byzanz, (in:) Е. DOLGER, ПАРАХПОРА. 30 Aufsätze zur Geschichte, Kultur und Sprache des byzantinischen 
Reiches, Passau 1961, S. 140-152; O. ENGELS, Theophanu - die westliche Kaiserin aus dem Osten, (in:) Die Be- 
gegnung des Westens mit dem Osten. Kongressakten des 4. Symposions des Mediävistenverbandes in Köln aus 
Anlass des 1000. Todesjahres der Kaiserin Theophanu, hrsg. O. ENGELS, P. SCHREINER P., Sigmaringen 1993, S. 
13-36; K. LEYSER, Theophanu Divina Gratia Imperatrix Augusta: Western and Eastern Emperorship in the Later 
Tenth Century, (in:) K. LEYSER, Communications and Power in Medieval Europe. The Carolingian and Ottonian 
Centunes, hrsg. von T. REUTER, London 1994, S. 143-164; DAVIDS, Marriage negotiations, S. 111-119; 
SHEPARD, Marriages towards the millennium, S. 3-4). 
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Im Falle der bulgarischen Gesandten ist sowohl der Zweck ihrer Mission umstritten 
als auch die Frage, welche der beiden damals existierenden bulgarischen Herrschafts- 
bereiche sie vertraten. Im Jahre 972 war Bulgarien — nach dem Sieg Johannes Tzi- 
miskes” über Svjatoslav — in das Byzantinische Reich einverleibt, Zar Boris II. nach 
Konstantinopel gebracht und die kirchliche Unabhängigkeit Bulgariens aufgehoben 
worden? . Zugleich gab es aber noch den westbulgarischen Staat, der bis 1014 Bestand 
hatte und die Herrschaft von Boris II. nicht anerkannte (bis 972). 

Man kann kaum entscheiden, ob die nach Quedlinburg gekommenen Gesandten Bo- 
ris Ц. oder das westliche Zentrum repräsentierten. Allgemein wird letzteres angenom- 
men. V. N. Zlatarski mutmaßte, die bulgarischen Gesandten hátten versucht, bei Kai- 
ser Otto I. die Anerkennung des jungen westbulgarischen Staates zu veranlassen‘; H.— 
D. Dópmann 68 meint, dass es überdies darum ging, Otto I. als Vermittler für eine fried- 
liche Regelung der Beziehungen Westbulgariens und Byzanz' zu gewinnen. Dafür 
spräche laut Dópmann, dass nach Thietmars Mitteilungen alle Teilnehmer des Hoftages 
nach der friedlichen Erledigung der Angelegenheiten auseinander gingen? und die 
Grenzen des westbulgarischen Staates von da an unberührt blieben, und zwar bis zur 
Inthronisierung Basil des Bulgaroktonos (Bulgarenschlächters). 

Ahnlich unscharf erkennbar sind die Motive der russischen Gesandtschaft in Qued- 
linburg; mehr noch - es ist ungewiss, ob die Informationen über ihre Anwesenheit in 
Quedlinburg authentisch sind. Im Jahre 972 war Fürst Swjatoslaw im Kampf mit den 
Polovzern gefallen; man vermutet daher, dass die nach Sachsen gesandten Botschafter 
Jaropolk vertraten’. Mit S. Franklin und J. Shepard kann aber auch erwogen werden, 
die Gesandten ‚seien noch von Svjatoslav vor seinem Feldzug in den Süden ausge- 
schickt worden” 

Ein Teil der Forscher nimmt an, dass in Quedlinburg eine Art „deutsch-russisches 
Bündnis“ gegen Polen geschlossen worden sei. Es wird auch vermutet, das Treffen 
könne für die Wahl der lateinischen Version bei der Christianisierung der Rus’ eine 
gewisse Rolle gespielt haben’. Jedenfalls halten die meisten Forscher die Überliefe- 
rung von den Russen in Quedlinburg für glaubhaft". Allerdings gibt es auch Gegen- 


5 LILIE, Byzanz, S. 244. 

© H.D. DOPMANN, Wechselbeziehungen zwischen Otto I. und den Bulgaren auf dem Hintergrund der deutsch- 
byzantinischen Beziehungen, (in:) Byzanz in der europäischen Staatenwelt. Eine Aufsatzsammlung, hrsg. J. DUM- 
MER, > J. IRMSCHER, (Berliner Byzantinische Arbeiten Bd. 49) Berlin 1983, S. 47-51, hier S. 50. 

* DOPMANN, Wechselbeziehungen zwischen Otto I. und den Bulgaren, S. 50. 

? Ebenso letztens GULYA, Der Hoftag in Quedlinburg 973, S. 23. 

$ V. ZLATARSKI, Istorija na bälgarskata dórżava prez srednite vekove, Sofia 1927, Bd. I, S. 641; DOPMANN, 
Wechselbeziehungen zwischen Otto I. und den Bulgaren, S. 50-51. 

% Vgl. oben, S. 167. 

” УЛ. PASUTO, Vnesnaja politika Drevnej Rusi, Moskva 1968, S. 120-121; A.V. NAZARENKO, Drevnjaja 
Rus’ na meżdunarodnych putjach. Mezdisciplinarnye ocerki kul 'turnych, torgovych, politiceskich svjazej ІХ-ХІІ 
vekov, Moskva 2001, S. 338. 

' „The regime they served was that set up by Sviatoslav before his second journey to the Danube.“, S. 
FRANKLIN, J. SHEPARD, The Emergence of Rus 750-1200, Londyn-Nowy York 1996, S. 151. 

* PASUTO, Vneënaja politika, S. 120-121; NAZARENKO, Drevnjaja Rus’ na mezdunarodnych putjach, 
S. 338. 

З V.T. PASUTO, Vneśnaja politika, S. 120-121; G. WOLF, Spätkarolingische und ottonische Beziehungen zum 
Kiever Reich der Rus, (in:) Kaiserin Theophanu. Prinzessin aus der Fremde — des Westreichs Grosse Kaiserin, 
hrsg. G. WOLF, Köln 1991, S. 146-154, hier S. 147; FRANKLIN, SHEPARD, The Emergence of Rus, S. 151; 
NAZARENKO, Drevnjaja Rus’ na mezdunarodnych putjach, S. 338-339. 
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stimmen: M. B. Sverdlov wies darauf hin, dass die Information über altrussische Ge- 
sandte lediglich im Text Lamberts von Hersfeld enthalten sei, der auf den Quedlinbur- 
ger und Hildesheimer Annalen basiere, wo diese Gesandten nicht erwähnt würden. 
Hier oblag Sverdlov jedoch einem Irrtum, denn die Annales Hildesheimenses erwäh- 
nen sie doch (s. oben, S. 168). Allerdings ist zu erkennen, dass die Autoren der Qued- 
linburger und Hildesheimer Annalen generell bestrebt sind die Wichtigkeit des Tref- 
fens zu betonen und wohl auch deshalb viele Ankómmlinge aus entlegenen Teilen 
Europas nennen. In diesem Sinne meint M. B. Sverdlov: ,,Lambert übernahm den Text 
seiner Quelle beinahe wortgetreu, aber das Bild erschien ihm nicht eindrucksvoll ge- 
nug, und so ergänzte er seine Darstellung: Die Aufzählung der Völker leitete er mit 
Romanorum ein und schloss sie mit Ruseorum ab.“'*. Ähnliche Einwände brachte 
jüngst L. Steindorff vor”. 

Die vom ungarischen Grossfürsten Géza (um 945-997) geschickten Gesandten blei- 
ben ebenfalls anonym. Wahrscheinlich besteht ein Zusammenhang zwischen dem in 
jener Zeit gefällten Entschluss des Herrschers, die lateinische Christianisierung Un- 
garns zu veranlassen, und der Anwesenheit der Ungarn in Sachsen, insbesondere auch 
ihrer großen Zahl”. 

Der schon zitierten Aussage von Thietmar ist zu entnehmen, dass das Ostertreffen 
in einer freundlichen Atmosphäre verlief. Die erwähnten Gaben hat natürlich der Kai- 
ser überreicht, aber unser allgemeines Wissen über das diplomatische Zeremoniell”® 
lässt die Vermutung zu, dass auch andere Teilnehmer des Hoftages Höflichkeiten und 
Geschenke ausgetauscht haben dürften. 

Wie bereits erläutert, war Quedlinburg im 10. Jh. oft Stätte solcher Begegnungen. 
Daher kann man vermuten, dass in der Schatzkammer der Quedlinburger Kirche St. 
Servatius und Dionysius etliche diplomatische Geschenke der verschiedenen Gesandt- 
schaften aufbewahrt wurden. Da der Ort zugleich einer der beliebtesten Sitze der Liu- 
dolfinger war, dürften ihre Könige und Kaiser auch andernorts empfangene Gaben an 
jene Kirche überreicht haben". Dies wird auch für die Gaben des Treffens von 973 


7% М.В. SVERDLOV, Die politischen Beziehungen zwischen der Rus' und Deutschland in der zweiten Hálfte 
des 10. und in der ersten Hälfte des 11. Jahrhunderts, (in:) Russisch-deutsche Beziehungen von der Kiever Rus’ 
bis zur Oktoberrevolution. Studien und Aufsátze, hrsg. H. LEMKE, B. WIDERA, (Quellen und Studien zur Ge- 
schichte Osteuropas Bd. XIX) Berlin 1976, S. 1-17, hier S. 5. 


75 L, STEINDORFF, Das Kiever Reich in Europa um das Jahr 1000, (in:) Der Hoftag in Quedlinburg 973. Von 
den historischen Wurzeln zum Neuen Europa, hrsg. A. RANFT, Berlin 2006, S. 73-83, hier S. 78-79. 


7° С. GYORFFY, Święty Stefan I. Król Wegier i jego dzielo, Warszawa 2003, S. 83-87; C. BÁLINT, Quedlin- 
burg: Der erste Schritt der Ungarn nach Europa und dessen Vorgeschichte (Sackgassen, Fallen, Wahlmóglichkei- 
ten), (in:) Der Hoftag in Quedlinburg 973. Von den historischen Wurzeln zum Neuen Europa, hrsg. A. RANFT, 
Berlin 2006, S. 29-35, hier S. 31; GULYA, Der Hoftag in Quedlinburg 973, S. 23. 


” «[...] consummatisque pacifice cunctis, ditati muneribus magnis reversi sunt ad sua laetantes.“ (THIETMAR, 
П.31., S. 76). 


”® Unter der Vielzahl von Literatur sei auf die neueren Arbeiten von P. SCHREINER, Diplomatische Geschenke 


zwischen Byzanz und dem Westen ca. 800-1200: Eine Analyse der Texte mit Quellenanhang, DOP 58 (2004), S. 
251-281. 


? Ein gutes Beispiel ist ein in Quedlinburg aufbewahrtes Ostensorium mit fischförmigem Bergkristallgefäß, 
das die Inschrift (CAPIIL [us] Sfancte) MARIE OTTO. Tf[ertius). IMP[erato]R.) trägt. Mit Parfüm gefüllte Berg- 
kristallgefäße dienten als Geschenke der byzantinischen Kaiser oder der Kalifen von Kairo. Das hier besprochene 
Stück steht in Zusammenhang mit dem kaiserlichen Besuch in Quedlinburg zu Ostern des Jahres 1000, vgl. A. 
EFFENBERGER, Spätantike, karolingische und byzantinische Kostbarkeiten in den Schatzkammern ottonischer 
Hausklöster, (in:) Otto der Grosse, Magdeburg und Europa (Eine Ausstellung im Kulturhistorischen Museum 
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gelten”, um so mehr, als Thietmar (II.30., S. 75) uns darüber informiert, dass Otto rei- 
che Gaben für Magdeburg gerade unmittelbar vor der Ankunft in Quedlinburg übergab. 
Angesichts der regen ostfränkisch-byzantinischen Beziehungen des 10. Jh. ! können 
wir annehmen, dass sich unter diesen diplomatischen Geschenken auch byzantinische 
Erzeugnisse befanden”. 

Es ist natürlich nicht möglich, den Verlauf des Hoftages näher zu skizzieren, insbe- 
sondere im Hinblick auf die Vertreter Polens. Dabei ist wichtig, dass Mitglieder der 
polnischen Elite bereits 973 — in den Anfängen des polnischen Frühstaates — Repräsen- 
tanten der byzantinischen Zivilisation kennen lernen konnten. In der bisherigen Litera- 
tur, die die Beziehungen von Polen, Byzanz und Bulgarien zum Gegenstand hat, wurde 
diese Episode im Wesentlichen übersehen”. Dabei ist sie für das polnisch-byzanti- 
nische Verhältnis in mehrfacher Hinsicht von Bedeutung. 

Erstens lässt sich feststellen, dass es im Frühjahr 973 — wenn auch eher zufällig — 
zum ersten uns überlieferten Treffen von Großen der Piastenherrschaft mit Byzantinern 
gekommen ist. Zweitens untermauern die Quedlinburger Ereignisse die in der For- 
schung schon seit langem betonte Wichtigkeit der sächsisch-deutschen Vermittlung für 
die Verbreitung byzantinischer Erzeugnisse in Polen”. Das Treffen in Quedlinburg ist 





Magdeburg vom 27. August — 2. Dezember 2001; Katalog der 27. Ausstellung des Europarates und Landesausstel- 
lung Sachsen-Anhalt), hrsg. M. PUHLE, Bd. I (Essays), Mainz, S. 149-165, hier S. 160, Abb. 9. 


*0 An dieser Stelle sollte der in Quedlinburg aufbewahrte zweihenklige Krug aus Onyx-Alabaster erwähnt 
werden, ein wahrscheinlich im 1. Jh. n. Chr. in Rom oder Alexandria gefertigtes Gefäß. Ab dem 16. Jh. galt dieses 
als einer der Wasserkrüge von der Hochzeit zu Kana. Eine der Überlieferungen aus dem 18. Jh. über Quedlinburg 
gibt an, dass es sich bei diesem Gefäß um ein Geschenk Ottos I. von 973 handle; vgl. A. EFFENBERGER, Spätanti- 
ke, karolingische, S. 154-155. 


$! Es gibt eine Vielzahl von Literatur zum Thema, allgemein zu den deutsch-byzantinischen Beziehungen im 
10. Jh. vgl. J. KODER, Byzanz als Mythos und Erfahrung im Zeitalter Ottons 1., (in:) Ottonische Neuanfänge. Sym- 
posion zur Ausstellung „Otto der Grosse, Magdeburg und Europa“, hrsg. B. SCHNEIDMULLER, S. WEINFURTER, 
Mainz 2001, S. 237-250. 


# Das erste recht genaue Inventar der Schatzkammer der Kirche in Quedlinburg stammt leider erst aus dem 
zweiten Drittel des 11. Jh. Nach A. Effenberger ist es nicht vollständig und mag vielleicht nur Informationen über 
solche Gegenstände enthalten haben, die durch die Vertreter der kaiserlichen Familie — Otto I. und Theophanu - 
uberreicht worden sind. Diese Gegenstände („acht emaillierte, fünf goldene, sechs silberne Kreuze; zwölf mit 
Edelsteinen (?) besetzte Flaschchen; eine silberne Maiestas, teilweise vergoldet; ein Behältnis aus Elfenbein, in 
Gold gefasst; drei silberne Gießgefässe; eine vergoldete Krebszange; ein emailliertes Kapselreliquiar; drei Schrei- 
ne aus Elfenbein mit Reliquien; zwei silbervergoldete Eimer; ein silberner Kelch; zwei silbervergoldete Schüsseln; 
ein silbervergoldeter Adler; funf Kristalle; eine goldene Patene; 53 goldene Kapselreliquiare”) haben sich leider 
nicht erhalten; deshalb ist es schwer zu bestimmen, welche von ihnen byzantinischen Charakter hatten; vgl. 
EFFENBERGER, Spätantike, karolingische, S. 152, 158-159. Es ist schließlich auf einige in Quedlinburg aufbewahr- 
te byzantinische Erzeugnisse zu verweisen, deren Entstehung in die zweite Hälfte bzw. den Ausgang des 10. Jh. 
datiert werden kann. Es handelt sich hier um zwei byzantinische Email-Medaillons mit Darstellung des Christus 
(Pantokrator) und der Gottesmutter (Blachernitissa), die auf dem im 13. Jh. erneuerten Buchdeckel des karolingi- 
schen Samuel-Evangeliars befestigt wurden (EFFENBERGER, Spätantike, karolingische, S. 156, Abb. 6:a-b), sowie 
um ein Otto-Adelheid-Evangeliar, das um 1000 in einem Quedlinburger Skriptorium geschrieben wurde; dessen 
Mitteltafel ist mit einem byzantinischen Triptychon geschmückt (EFFENBERGER, Spatantike, karolingische, S. 156, 
Abb. 7). Bei der Darstellung der Informationen über byzantinische Gegenstände, die möglicherweise im 10. Jh. 
nach Quedlinburg gelangt sind, ist sich der Autor der schwachen Quellengrundlagen bewusst (vgl. unten). 

# HALECKI, La Pologne et l'empire Byzantin; PRINZING, Bysantinische Aspekte; SALAMON, Polen und Byzanz 
— Wege der Begegnung. 

** P. SKUBISZEWSKI, Tzw kielich św. Wojciecha — pamiątką Zjazdu Gnieźnieńskiego? (in:) Cultus et cognito. 
Studia z dziejów średniowiecznej kultury, Warszawa 1976, S. 521-536, hat suggeriert, dass der in Trzemeszno 
aufbewahrte Kelch des heiligen Adalberts urspriinglich die Mitgift der Kaiserin Theophanu war, und dann als 
eines der Geschenke Ottos I. auf dem Treffen in Gniezno nach Polen übergeben wurde. Die Konzeption über den 
Import byzantinischer Erzeugnisse über das ottonische Reichsgebiet im Zusammenhang mit dem Treffen in Gne- 
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m. E. einer der eindrucksvollsten Belege für diese These. Und schließlich ist folgender 
Sachverhalt m. E. von großer Bedeutung: In der reichhaltiger Literatur über das Tref-' 
fen von Gnesen (s. oben) wird immer wieder versucht, manche Verhaltensweisen in 
Anlehnung an Muster aus der byzantinischen Diplomatie zu interpretieren. Ein Prob- 
lem ist dabei die Herausbildung derartiger Vorstellungen am polnischen Hof. Jüngst 
stellte J. Shepard fest: ,,Boleslaw and other Polish notables had some inkling of these 
goings-on at the Byzantine court“, und diese „inkling of these goings-on at the By- 
zantine court könnte Bolesław der Vermittlung von Kriegern („professional warriors 





sen ist derzeit sehr populär (vgl. J. GÓRECKI, Rzezbiony grzebien z Ostrowa Lednickiego — próba interpretacji, 
Studia Lednickie 6 (2000), S. 13-44; M MYSLINSKI, Stauroteka lednicka, (in:) Cerkiew — wielka tajemnica. Sztuka ' 
cerkiewna od XI wieku do 1917 roku ze zbiorów polskich. Katalog wystawy, Gniezno 2001, S. 46-47). Es sollte 
aber daran erinnert werden, dass P. Skubiszewski sehr deutlich auf den hypothetischen Charakter dieser Herleitung 
verweist. Er hebt auch andere Ereignisse aus der Geschichte polnisch-deutscher Beziehungen hervor, die das Auf- 
kommen byzantinischer Erzeugnisse in Polen hätten erleichtern können (SKUBISZEWSKI, 7zw. kielich sw. Wojcie- 
cha, S. 535, Anm. 67). Zu den von diesem Forscher genannten Episoden kann das persönliche Engagement der 
Kaiserin Theophanu in der Ostpolitik hinzugefügt werden, da sie zu Beginn der 90er Jahre des 10. Jh. Mieszko I. 
und seine antibóhmische Politik unterstützte (Eroberung von Schlesien; vgl. J. FRIED, Theophanu und die Slawen. 
Bemerkungen zur Ostpolitik der Kaiserin, (in:) Kaiserin Theophanu. Begegnung des Ostens und Westens um die 
Wende des ersten Jahrtausends. Gedenkschrift des Kólner Schnütgen-Museums zum 1000. Todesjahr der Kaiserin, 
hrsg. A. VON EUW, P. SCHREINER, Kóln 1991, Bd. II, S. 361-370. bes. S. 368). Es sei ausdrücklich erwühnt, dass 
die Anwesenheit byzantinischer Erzeugnisse in Großpolen um die Wende des 10./11. Jh. nicht ausschließlich 
Effekt der piastischen Kontakte mit dem Ottonischen Kaiserreich gewesen sein braucht. Es kann auch auf das 
polnische Engagement im Osten verwiesen werden (siehe M. SALAMON, Polen und Byzanz. Die Perspektiven des 
11. und des 14. Jahrhunderts, (in:) East Central Europe at the Turn of the 1" and 2" Millenia, hrsg. V. MUCSKA, 
(Acta Historica Posoniensia, Bd. II) Bratislava 2002, S. 89-102, hier S. 89-90); auch die Kontakte mit Skandina- 
vien oder Ungarn kónnen bei der Verbreitung byzantinischer Erzeugnisse in Polen eine bedeutende Rolle gespielt 
haben. 

Ein besonderes Problem ist die richtige Beurteilung der Rolle Theophanus bei der Rezeption der byzantinischen 
Kultur in Deutschland. Auf die groBe Bedeutung der griechischen Heirat Ottos II. hat vor allem F. DÓGLER hin- 
gewiesen (Die Ortonenkaiser und Byzanz, S. 143). OHNSORGE (Die Heirat Kaiser Ottos Il, S. 143-144, Anm. 59); 
jener Forscher ist allerdings etwas skeptisch gegenüber byzantinischen, durch Theophanu vermittelten Einflüssen: 
»[-..] nicht alles Byzantinische, dass sich im Westen aus dieser Zeit findet, darf auf Theophanu zurückgeführt 
werden.". Auch in den neuesten Auffassungen wird die Rolle von Theophanu als eher begrenzt beurteilt, vgl. 
LILIE, Byzanz, S. 288-297. Die Bedeutung überdynastischer Ehen für die Entwicklung der Kultur des jeweiligen 
Landes ist natürlich ein viel breiteres Problem (vgl. allgemein: H. RÓCKELEIN, Heiraten — ein Instrument hochmit- 
telalterlicher Politik, (in:) Der Hoftag in Quedlinburg 973). Von den historischen Wurzeln zum Neuen Europa, 
hrsg. A. RANFT, Berlin 2006, S. 99-135; zum Thema frühmittelalterlicher polnisch-altrussischer Ehen und ihrer 
Bedeutung für die Entwicklung des sog. jüngeren Europas vgl. M. WOLOSZYN, Europa srodkowo-wschodnia a 
cywilizacja bizantynsko-ruska w Х-ХШ w. — proba interpretacji zrödel archeologicznych, (in:) Prace Komisji 
Srodkowoeuropejskiej PAU, hrsg. J. MACHNIK, I. STAWOWY-KAWKA, Kraków 2006, Bd. 14, S. 7-48, hier S. 20- 
22. Im Bewusstsein der Unterschiede in der Skala und Intensitát byzantinisch-polnischer Beziehungen und polni- 
scher Kontakte mit dem Byzantinischen Kaiserreich, seien hier zwei „polnische“ Beispiele angeführt. Sie weisen 
vielmehr auf eine geringe Bedeutung der Ehe in der Vermittlung byzantinischer Einflüsse nach auBen hin. Es han- 
delt sich um die heilige Kinga und die selige Jolanta, Tochter von Maria Laskaris und des ungarischen Kónigs 
Andreas II. Kinga heiratete ca. 1246 Bolestaw Wstydliwy (den Keuschen), Jolanta wiederum wurde 1256 mit Bo- 
lesław Pobożny (dem Frommen) vermählt. Byzantinische Wurzeln Kingas oder Jolantas werden wohl nicht 
zur breiteren Aufnahme der byzantinischen Kultur in Polen geführt haben. Besonders charakteristisch ist hier die 
Gestalt Kingas mit ihrer asketischen Einstellung und weißen Ehe (zur Frömmigkeit im 13. Jh. vgl. R. GRZESIK, 
Wegierskie ksiezne panie na polskim dworze — rozkwit nowej duchowosci w XIII w , Studia Archaeologica Slovaca 
Mediaevalia 3-4 (2000-2001), S. 219-230). M. DABROWSKA (A Byzantine Lady's daughters in Poland, (in:) By- 
zantium and East Central Europe, hrsg. G. PRINZING, M. SALAMON, P. STEPHENSON, (Byzantina et Slavica Cra- 
coviensia, Bd. IIT) Kraków 2001, S. 197-202, hier S. 201-201) schreibt, dass Kinga „[...] never brought Byzantine 
heritage into Poland." (Ebenda, S. 202); charakteristisch ist besonders, dass eine der hervorstechendsten Eigen- 
schaften Kingas, ihre Frömmigkeit, „was completely against the Byzantine mentality.“ (DĄBROWSKA, A Byzanti- 
ne, S. 201). 


55 SHEPARD, Otto III, Boleslaw Chrobry, S. 42. 
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of fortune“) $ó oder von Kaufleuten (,,‘travellers’ tales from the Bosphorus“)? verdankt 
haben. 

Sofern wir der These über bestimmte byzantinische Akzente bei den Ereignissen 
des Jahres 1000 in Gnesen folgen, sollten wir das frühere Treffen in Quedlinburg in die 
Betrachtung mit einbeziehen: Es könnte die gesuchte Quelle gewesen sein, aus der sich 
die Kenntnis des byzantinischen Zeremoniells ergeben hatte; der Anstoß für die Pi- 
astenherrscher, bei ihrem höfischen Zeremoniell Anregungen gerade aus jenem Zivili- 
sationskreis zu übernehmen. 


II. 


Der zweite Aspekt, den wir hier näher betrachten wollen, stammt aus dem Prob- 
lemkreis der Verbreitung byzantinischen Sachguts in lateinischem Europa. Eine beson- 
dere Bedeutung hatten hier die Reliquien inne. Das ist darauf zurückzuführen, dass 
man Reliquien aus Byzanz im frühen Mittelalter besonderes Vertrauen entgegenbrachte 
und daher einen hohen Wert zumaß. Eine Reihe von historischen Überlieferungen be- 
zeugt, dass Reliquien bzw. Reliquiare als diplomatische Geschenke überreicht wurden: 
Schon 871 erhielt Ludwig der Deutsche von byzantinischen Gesandten ein Fragment 
des heiligen Kreuzes’. 

Das nicht geringe Fundaufkommen von orthodoxen, byzantinischen und altrussi- 
schen Devotionalien aus Skandinavien” gab wiederholt zu der These Anlass, sie seien 
Belege für byzantinische oder allgemein griechisch-orthodoxe Missionen in diesem 
Raum”. W. Duczko?! hat allerdings plausibel darauf hingewiesen, dass jene Objekte 
wohl lediglich auf das ernorme Prestige hinweisen, dessen sich Byzanz in der Welt der 
Wikinger erfreute — und damit auch Reliquiare aus seinem Kulturkreis. 

Funde von griechisch-orthodoxen Reliquiaren, den Enkolpien, aus dem Territorium 
He om Polens sind sehr selten. Auch altrussische Exemplare sind kaum zu fin- 

. Aus den schriftlichen Quellen ergibt sich kein grundsätzlich anderes Bild. Sehr 


8° SHEPARD, Otto III, Boleslaw Chrobry, S. 48. 
8” SHEPARD, Marriages towards the millennium, S. 28. 


*8 T.C. LOUNGHIS, Die byzantinischen Gesandten als Vermittler materieller Kultur vom 5. bis ins 11. Jahr- 
hundert, (in:) Kommunikation zwischen Orient und Okzident. Alltag und Sachkultur, Österreichische Akademie 
der Wissenschaften, philologisch-historische Klasse, Sitzungsberichte, Bd. 619, Veróffentlichungen des Instituts 
für Realienkunde des Mittelalters und der frühen Neuzeit, Nr. 16, Wien 1994, S. 49-67, hier S. 58-61, vgl. Tab. 1- 
2; D. NERLICH, Diplomatische Gesandschaften, S. 163-174; SCHREINER, Diplomatische Geschenke, S. 272; sie- 
he auch H.A. KLEIN, Eastern Objects and Western Desires: Relics and Reliquaries between Byzantium and the 
West, DOP 58 (2004), S. 283-314. 


9 J. STAECKER, Regum et dominus dominorum. Die wikingerzeitlichen Kreuz- und Kruzifixanhänger als Aus- 
druck der Mission in Altdänemark und Schweden, Stockholm 1999. 


% Vgl. J. STAECKER, Legends and Mysteries. Reflections on the Evidence for the Early Mission in Scandinavia, 
(in:) Visions of the Past. Trends and Traditions in Swedish Medieval Archaeology, hrsg. H. ANDERSSON, P. CARELLI, 
L. ERSGÄRD, (Lund Studies in Medieval Archaeology, 19) Stockholm 1997, S. 419-454, hier weitere Literatur. 

?! W. DUCZKO, Byzantine Presence in Viking Age Sweden. Archaeological Finds and their Interpretation, 
(in:) Rom und Byzanz im Norden. Mission und Glaubenswechsel im Ostseeraum während des 8.-14. Jahrhundert, 
hrsg M. MULLER-WILLE, Bd. I, Mainz-Stuttgart, S. 291-311, bes. 309. 

? M. WOLOSZYN, Byzantinische Fundstücke aus Polen — ausgewählte Probleme, (in:) Byzantium and East 
Central Europe, hrsg. G. PRINZING, M. SALAMON, P. STEPHENSON, (Byzantina et Slavica Cracoviensia, Bd. IIT) 
Kraków 2001, S. 49-59, Abb. 4; M. WOLOSZYN, Archäologische Kleinfunde der byzantinischen und altrussischen 
Herkunft aus Südpolen im 10. — 13. Jh., (in:) Recherches Archeologiques de 1999-2003, Kraków 2006, S. 487-496. 
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bemerkenswert ist allerdings das Vorkommen einer byzantinischen Reliquie im Polen 
des 12. Jh., die Hand des hl. Stephans. Wir sind darüber aus der Chronik des Benedik- 
tinerklosters Zwiefalten in Württemberg informiert, und das Stück wird noch heute im 
dortigen Katholischen Münsterpfarramt aufbewahrt (Abb. 2)". Wahrscheinlich wurde 
das silberne Reliquiar Mitte des 12. Jh. gefertigt; das jetzige weist einen barocken Cha- 
rakter auf ?*. 

Kloster Zwiefalten wurde 1089 gegründet, und die ersten Jahrzehnte seines Beste- 
hens, besonders unter Abt Ulrich (ab 1095), waren eine frühe Blütezeit. Im Jahre 1138 
lebten hier 70 Mónche und 130 Konversen. Dem ab ca. 1100 bestehenden Frauenkon- 
vent gehörten 62 Nonnen an. Von der zweiten Hälfte des 12. Jh. an setzte ein allmähli- 
cher Niedergang des Konvents ein”. 

In der Zeit des größten Aufschwungs der Abtei sind die beiden Zwiefaltener Chro- 
niken Ortliebs und Bertholds entstanden”. Das Verhältnis und die Entstehungsbedin- 
gungen der beiden Werke sind nicht ganz klar zu überschauen. Zunächst, wohl etwa 
1135, begann Ortlieb’, später (ab etwa 1140) Abt von Neresheim, mit der Nieder- 
schrift einer Geschichte des Klosters. Sein Werk bricht unvermittelt ab, mitten im 
zweiten Kapitel des zweiten Buches. Bekannt ist Ortliebs Konflikt mit dem Bruder 
Berthold, der in den Jahren 1139-41, 1147-52 und 1158-69 Abt des Klosters Zwiefal- 
ten war. Ein Teil der Forscher ist der Ansicht, dass die später hinzugefügten Bemer- 
kungen von anonymen Nachfolgern des Chronisten stammen; ein anderer Teil meint 
hingegen, Ortlieb selbst sei es gelungen, sein Werk während seines Aufenthaltes in 
Zwiefalten im Jahre 1141 zu ergänzen. Er soll damals u. a. das in unserem Zusammen- 
hang wichtigste Kapitel Translatio manus sancti Stephani geschrieben haben. Bert- 
holds Werk Libellus de constructione Zwivildensis monasterii ist in den Jahren 1137- 
1138 verfasst worden. 

Das Kapitel Translatio manus sancti Stephani beschreibt die Reise dreier Mitglie- 
der des Zwiefaltener Klosters — Ottos von Steußlingen, Gernots sowie eines anonymen 
Mónches, der zugleich Berichterstatter ist - Ende November oder im Dezember 1139 
nach Polen *. Die drei Mönche begaben sich auf Einladung der Fürstin Salomea in je- 
nes Land. Nach ihrer Ankunft wurden sie mit einer größeren Zahl von kostbaren Reli- 
quien beschenkt, die sie in der Kirche von Matogoszcz aus Truhen mit Reliquien der 
Fürstin selbst auswählen durften. Bei einer Begegnung mit Salomea und ihren Söhnen 
Bolestaw und Mieszko in Leczyca wurde den Mönchen die besagte Reliquie des hl. 





© H, SPILLING, Sanctorum reliquiarum pignera gloriosa. Quellen zur Geschichte des Reliquienschatzes der 
Benediktinerabtei Zwiefalten, Bad Buchau 1992, Abb. 6. Zur Geschichte der Reliquien des hl. Stephans in Byzanz, 
siehe A.A. PESKOVA, Palomniceskie relikvii Svjatoj Zemli v drevnerusskom gorode, (in:) Piligrimy: istoriko- 
kul turnaja rol’ polomnicestva, У М. ZALESSKAJA (Hrsg.), St. Petersburg 2001, S. 113-126, bes. S. 115-118. 

9 SPILLING, Sanctorum reliquiarum, S. 51-52. 

* Т, EBERL, Zwiefalten, LdM, Bd. 9, München 1998, kol. 733-734; Sz. WIECZOREK, Zwiefalten i Polska w 
pierwszej polowie XII w., Kwartalnik Historyczny 103/4 (1996), S. 23-55, hier S. 24-26. 

% Grundangaben zu beiden Werken stellt WIECZOREK, Zwiefalten i Polska, S. 26-27. 


‘Es sei hinzugefügt, dass das Werk Ortliebs (oder dessen Fortsetzer) sich im Manuskript aus dem 12. Jh. er- 
halten hat. 


?* Vgl. WIECZOREK, Zwiefalten i Polska, S. 43. 
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Stephans verehrt. Reich beschenkt kehrten sie im Frühjahr 1140 oder 1141 in ihr Klos- 
ter zurück”. 

Der Autor des Translatio informiert uns eingehend über das Schicksal der Reliquie: 
„Temporibus Heinrici IV imperatoris ac Bolezlai Boloniorum praeclarissimi ducis qui- 
dam ex nobilissimis principibus Graecorum filiam suam cuidam tradidit in matrimoni- 
um regi Rutenorum et praeter alia permagnifica dotalia, vestimentorum videlicet in- 
signia, auri et argenti, diversorum mirifici operis vasorum infinita pondera nec non alia 
atque alia pretiosarum rerum concupiscibilia munera super aurum et thopazion pretio- 
sa, sanctarum reliquiarum contulit pignera gloriosa. Inter quas praecipue manus sanc- 
tissimi levitae Stephani prothomartiris fulgore sanctitatis enituit ac prae ceteris licet 
omni saeculo venerandis singulare privilegium venerationis optinuit. Memorata igitur 
matrona superius dicto regi, viro suo, egregiam peperit elegantis formae filiam, quam 
pater suus, postquam adolevit, cuidam nobilissimorum Boloniae tyrannorum in coniu- 
gium dare decrevit. Huius autem coniunctionis ac desponsationis paranimphus quidam 
extitit ditissimus Boloniorum princeps nomine Patricius; sed, ut postmodum res patuit, 
sibi, non alteri sponsam cum sponsalibus perfidus desponsator copulare statuit. Quo 
compos effectus alio quoque maximae peridiae veneno est infectus. Nam quendam 
Rusziae regem contra Bolonoirum ducem dominum suum inimicitias agentem fraude 
circumvenit; et postquam fidem iusiurandi fecerat, postquam se in dominum ipsius tra- 
diderat, postquam filium eius de sacro fonte susceperat, tam dolosae factionis ignarum 
in manus adversariorum tradidit vinculandum atque immenso pondere thesaurorum 
damnandum. Ob huiusmodi igitur et aliorum scelerum execrabiles nequitias a domno 
papa vel pontificibus terrae illius diu collectas iussus est pro Christo dispergere divita- 
tis. Inter alias enim atque alias largifluarum elemosinarum copias, peregrinorum, debi- 
lium, viduarum, pupillorum scilicet expletas in opias, LXX vel eo amplius decreventur 
eum fabricare de propriis sumptibus ecclesias, inter quas nonnulla monachorum decer- 
nunt eum aedificare coenobia, quibus etiam de reditibus ac pecuniis suis sufficienta 
delegavit subsidia. Cumque praefata coenobia cuperet aliquo maiori supplemento cu- 
mulare, qualiter id per alios quoque perficeret coepit cogitare. Talia cogitanti venit in 
mentem, duci Bolezlao memoratam manum prothomartiris Stephani pro quam V milia 
houbarum tradere. Cumque saepedicto duci voluntatem suam retexisset, nihil in hoc 
mundo sibi deesse nisi sanctorum pignera ratus, promptissime ac libentissime implevit 
quod fuerat postulatus. Tradidit namque ad Bretizlavense coenobium de quo locuti su- 
mus allodium et post subtilissimam discussionem ac prorus ab omni dubitationis scru- 
pulo remotissimam examinationem recepit diu concupitam, pelle et carnibus manum 
vestitam. Quam pretiosiorem omnibus metallis, omnibus pretiosissimis, ut vere erat, 
existimans margaritis nullo voluit opere fabrili includere nec cartam apponere, me- 
tuens, ne aliquis illectus metalli fulgore raperet, quod tanto fuerat consecutus amore.“ 

Nach dem Tod von Bolesław schickte Salomea „nuntium ad nos, mandans, ut dom- 
nus Otto de Stuzzelingin frater noster, quem magistrum solebat appellare, asumpto 
quolibet monacho sacerdote transmitteretur ad se. Quam ob rem isdem Otto, me loco 
sacerdotis comite, cum alio fratre Gernodo nomine post multos labores et itinerum dif- 


® Zu Problemen bei der Datierung der Reise, vgl. SPILLING, Sanctorum reliquiarum, S. 9-10; WIECZOREK 
Zwiefalten i Polska, S. 42-43. 
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ficultates infra Adventum Domini ad illam in opidulo paginensi.“. [...] „Necdum solu- 
to conventu tradidit nobis saepedictam ac saepius venerandam prothomartiris Stephani 
praeter pollicem manum, pelli consumptis carnibus adhaerenti sacratissimis ossi- 
bus.“ 

Die Reliquie soll also als ein Teil der Mitgift einer byzantinischen, mit dem Fürsten 
von Rus’ vermählten Prinzessin” aus Byzanz in die Rus’ gelangt sein. Die dieser Ehe 
entstammende Tochter sei einem polnischen Hochadeligen zur Ehe gegeben worden, 
wobei als Heiratsvermittler Piotr Wiostowic (Peter Wlast) fungierte"? . Schließlich sei 


10 Die Zwiefalter Chroniken Ortliebs und Bertholds, neu herausgegeben, übersetzt und erlautert von L. WAL- 
LACH, E. KÓNIG, K.O. MÜLLER, (Schwábische Chroniken der Stauferzeit, Bd. 2) Sigmaringen 1978, S. 124-130. 


?' Eine nähere Identifizierung dieser Gestalt ist nicht möglich. In einem Teil der Literatur, die auch Uberliefe- 
rungen aus dem 17. Jh. nutzte, wurde behauptet, dass sie Barbara hieß und Tochter von Alexios I. Komnenos war 
(1081-1118; Ch. LOPAREV', Brat' Mstislavny (1122), VN 9 (1902), S. 419-445, S. 419, Pkt. 9; N. DE BAUM- 
GARTEN, Génealogies et mariages occidentaux des Rurikides russes du X' au XIII siécle, Orientalia Christiana 9- 
1/35 (1927), Roma, 5. 10; PASUTO, Vneśnaja politika, S. 87; auf die schwachen Quellengrundlagen dieser Hypo- 
thesen weist A. Kazhdan hin, A. KAZHDAN, Rus' — Byzantine Princely Marriages in the Eleventh and Twelfth 
Centuries, Harvard Ukrainian Studies 12/13 (1988/89) (Proceedings of the International Congress Commemora- 
ting the Millennium of Christianity in Rus’-Ukraine, [hrsg. О. PRITSAK, I. SEVCENKO)), S. 414-429, hier 419; vgl. 
auch J. KORPELA, Beiträge zur Bevölkerungsgeschichte und Prosopographie der Kiever Rus’ bis zum Tode von 
Vladimir Monomah, „Studia Historica Jyväskyläensia“ Bd. 54, Jyvaskyla 1995, S. 182, Pkt. 527; siehe auch С. 
ROSTKOVSKI, Nekolku beleski za vizantiskite princezi vo Rusija (od 988 godina do sredinata па XII vek), „Glasnik 
na Institut za Nationalna Istorija“ [Skopje] 49 (2005), S. 75-88, hier S. 83-84. 


' Peter Wlast bzw. Piotr Wtostowic (gest. са. 1151) ist zweifellos eine der interessantesten Gestalten aus 
dem polnischen Hochadelskreis des Frühmittelalters; er zeichnet sich durch eine größere Zahl auf ihn bezogener 
schriftlicher Quellen aus. Unter den Überlieferungen befinden sich auch neuzeitliche Quellen, was die Biographie 
von Piotr von Olbin immer noch zum Gegenstand der Diskussion der Historiker macht (vgl. zuletzt J. WENTA, 
Tradycja o Piotrze. Na marginesie jednej z wielkich dyskusji, (in:) Scriptura custos memoriae. Prace historyczne, 
hrsg. D. ZYDOREK, (Publikacje Instytutu Historii UAM, Bd. 44) Poznan 2001, S. 523-538, zur einschlägigen wie- 
teren, vgl. bes. Anm. 1-3). Piotr Wlostowic war (ab ca. 1117 oder 1123) mit Maria, Tochter von Oleg Sviatoslavo- 
vić, aus der Cernichover Linie des Rurikiden-Hauses verheiratet, Maria starb 1149-50, vgl S. TRAWKOWSKI, Piotr 
Wlostowic, (in:) Polski Stownik Biograficzny, hrsg. E. ROSTWOROWSKI, Bd. 26, Wroclaw-Warszawa-Kraków- 
Gdansk 1981, S. 355-358, hier S. 357; J. BIENIAK, Polska elita polityczna XII w., (część Ш A. Arbitrzy książąt ~ 
Krag rodzinny Piotra Wlostowica), (in:) Spoteczenstwo Polski $redniowiecznej. Zbiór studiów, hrsg. S.M. 
KUCZYNSKI, Warszawa 1990, Bd. IV, S. 13-107, hier S. 33, 35-36; J. KORPELA, Beiträge zur Bevölkerungsge- 
schichte, S. 182, Pkt. 527; F. SIELICKI, Polsko-ruskie stosunki kulturalne do konca XV wieku, „Slavica Wratisla- 
viensia", XCIII, Acta Universitatis Wratislaviensis, Bd. 1834, Wroctaw 1997, S. 35-36). Peter war u. a. Woiwode, 
nach der Feststellung von J. BIENIAK (Polska elita polityczna, S. 34) in den Jahren 1118-1121, ca. 1130-1145 und 
nach 1146 bis zu seinem Tode im Jahr 1153. Im Jahre 1145 des Treubruchs angeklagt, wurde er auf Geheiß Wh- 
dystaws II. geblendet und verbannt Angesichts der geringen Zahl von Informationen über Devotionalien byzant- 
nischer Herkunft aus dem Piastenland ist es hier angezeigt, zu der altrussischen Abstammung von Piotr Wlostowic 
Stellung zu nehmen, nach M. CETWINSKI, (Piotr Wlostowic czy Piotr Rusin, Sobótka. Slaski Kwartalnik Histo- 
ryczny 24/4 (1974), S. 429-443) soll er ein Altrusse, Vertreter der Rurikiden der Cernichover Linie, Sohn von 
Sviatoslav Davidoviè, gewesen sein. Grundlage der These über die altrussische Herkunft von Piotr ist die von J. 
Długosz gegebene Information, dass Piotr Duńczyk (Petrus dacus; Annales seu Cronicae incliti Regni Poloniae, 
hrsg. S. BUDKOWA, I. GARBACIK, A. KAMINSKI, S. MIKUCKI, I. MITKOWSKI, M. PLEZIA, C. PIERADZKA, 
V. SEMKOWICZ-ZAREMBA, Warszawa 1973, liber V-VI, S. 21) Stifter des Klosters in Strzelno war. Wie von 
J. Bieniak dargelegt (Polska elita polityczna, S. 23-25), ist die von Długosz benutzte Bezeichnung des Piotr als 
Dacus eine Amplifikation dieses mittelalterlichen Geschichtsschreibers, dem die Kronika Wielkopolska (Großpol- 
nische Kronik), aus der die Bezeichnung dacus stammt, bekannt war. Außerdem könnte für Diugosz die Bezeich- 
nung dacus ausschließlich „ein Dane‘ bedeutet haben. Über die altrussische Herkunft von Piotr wissen die ihn 
ausführlicher betreffenden Quellen gar nichts, wie auch diejenigen, die seine Heirat mit der altrussischen Prinzes- 
sin erwáhnen. 

Eine der Tóchter von Piotr und Maria trug den Namen Agata. Bis vor kurzem wurde sie als Agafia bzw. Agapeja 
bezeichnet. Grund dafür war die Abschrift ihres angeblich mit kyrillischer Schrift am Stiftungstympanon der Be- 
nediktiner Abtei zu Olbin aufgeschriebenen Namens „АСАПНЯ», vgl. К. MACZEWSKA-PILCH, Tympanon funda- 
суту z Olbina na tle przedstawien o charakterze donacyjnym, Wroclawskie Towarzystwo Naukowe. Rozprawy 
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Piotr selbst Gemahl jener byzantinisch-altrussischen Prinzessin geworden. Mit ihr sei 
auch die Reliquie des hl. Stephans nach Polen gelangt. Piotr Wiostowic, der von kirch- 
licher Seite gezwungen war, auf eigene Kosten 70 Kirchen zu bauen!®, entschloss sich, 
die Reliquie Bolestaw Schiefmund zu überreichen, wofür er ein Landgut von 5000 Hu- 
fen im Ort Rotskin erhielt. Bolestaw nahm aufgrund seiner großen Frömmigkeit und 
dem Reiz, eine solch kostbare Reliquie zu besitzen, die Reliquie an. Nachdem einge- 
hende Untersuchungen die Authentizität der Reliquie abgesichert hatten, wurde sie in 


Komisji Histori Sztuki, Bd. IX, Wrocław 1973, S. 10, 17-18, Taf. 2, 4, 5, 11). Diese Lesung wurde von W. 
SEMKOWICZ, Paleografia tacinska, Kraków 1951, S. 544, vertreten; allgemein akzeptiert (vgl. BIENIAK, Polska 
elita polityczna, S. 24, 64), ist er zu einem der Belege für östliche Verbindungen Breslaus und des Piotr Wlostowic 
selbst geworden. Es ist erwähnenswert, dass W. Semkowicz dies nicht vom originalen Denkmal abgelesen hat, 
sondern von einem Kupferstich aus dem 18. Jh. Das Original wurde erst 1962 aufgefunden, und seine Analyse, die 
kürzlich von D. Grossmann durchgeführt wurde „[...] ergab, dass das angebliche vom Graphiker, sicherlich einem 
Altrussen, abgezeichnete Zeichen wegen seiner Risse am Buchstaben T für das P in der kyrillischen Schrift ange- 
nommen wurde (TI) [...].* (D. GROSSMANN, Ein Strich zu viel. Das Jaxa-Tymopanon zu Breslau, Jahrbuch der 
Schlesischen Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, 33/1 (Abhandlungen) (1994), S. 9-31; Z. SWIECHOWSKI, 
Architektura romanska w Polsce, Warszawa 2000, S. 309; A. ROZYCKA-BRYZEK, Polska sztuka Sredniowieczna a 
Bizancjum i Rus, Slavia Orientalis 38/3-4 (1989), S. 337-350, S. 341-342). So lautete der Name der Tochter von 
Piotr einfach Agata. 

Aus den obigen Gründen ist die Hypothese von M. Cetwinski als verfehlt zu betrachten (vgl. auch kritische Be- 
merkungen von Н. LOWMIANSKI, Początki Polski, Bd. V, S. 270-272; die Ansicht von J. Bieniak wird letztens 
auch von J. WENTA, О strözach 'testamentu' Boleslawa Krzywoustego, (in:) Spoteczenstwo Polski $redniowiecz- 
пе). Zbiór studiöw, hrsg. S.M. KUCZYNSKI, Warszawa 1999, Bd. VIII, s. 67-112, S. 106, vertreten). 

In der Diskussion sollte wohl noch auf eine Tatsache aufmerksam gemacht werden. Laut Bericht der Salomea, der 
Frau von Bolesław Krzywousty, war unter den Sünden, die Piotr Włostowic begangen hatte, um das Vertrauen 
Volodars zu gewinnen, die Anknüpfung der geistigen Bande mit ihm in bósem Glauben, wir wissen, dass er seinen 
Sohn aus der Taufe hob: (,,[...] postquam filium eius de sacro fonte susceperat [...].", vgl. Die Zwiefalter Chroni- 
ken, S.) und dass er dem Volodar den Treueid abgelegt hat. Von unserem Gesichtspunkt aus ist es nicht wichtig, 
wie sich Piotr in die Gunst des Fürsten von Przemysl einkaufen wollte. Der Autor dieser Arbeit vertritt die An- 
sicht, dass — wäre Piotr ein Altrusse oder wenigstens altrussischer Abstammung gewesen — der Chronist dies im 
Bericht über die Taufe des Sohnes von Volodar hinzugefügt hätte, um die Beteiligung des polnischen Hochadeli- 
gen (und dazu in einer so bedeutenden Rolle) zu erklären. Deshalb ist die These von der altrussischen Abstam- 
mung von Piotr Wtostowic eher unwahrscheinlich. Gleichwohl wurde sie jüngst — auf archäologischen Vorausset- 
zungen basierend — von T. KIERSNOWSKA, Jeszcze o Piotrze Włostowicu i pochodzeniu rodu Łabędziów, (in:) 
Społeczeństwo Polski średniowiecznej. Zbiór studiów, hrsg. S.K. KUCZYŃSKI, Warszawa 2001, Bd. IX, S. 55-64, 
wieder aufgenommen; sie stellt fest, dass er ein Nachkomme der warägisch-altrussischen, Mitte des 11. Jh. in 
Sudmasowien ansässig gewordenen Krieger war. Eine archäologische Spur ihrer Anwesenheit auf diesen Gebieten 
sollen die Gräberfelder in Kohskie, Skrzynne und Zuköw sein. Die dort bestatteten Krieger sollen wohl im Zu- 
sammenhang mit der Unterstützung, die Jarostaw Madry Kasimir dem Erneuerer im Kampf gegen Maclaw ge- 
währt hat, nach Masowien gekommen sein. Um die Wende des 11./12. Jh. als diese Gräberfelder aufgegeben wur- 
den ziehen die Vorfahren von Piotr nach Schlesien. Zum Schluss ihrer Erwägungen stellt T. KIERSNOWSKA fest 
(Jeszcze o Piotrze Włostowicu, S. 64), „der Großvater von Piotr sei vielleicht sogar in irgendeiner Form mit Jaros- 
law verwandt gewesen, worauf die späteren, sehr guten Beziehungen Piotrs zu den in der Rus’ herrschenden Fam- 
lien hinweisen würden [...].“. Die Thesen von T. Kiersnowska wurden von K. Skalski ausgebaut, K. SKALSKI, 
Mazowieckie groby w obudowach kamiennych z rejonu Plocka Przyczynek do historii politycznej drugiej polowy 
XI wieku, (in:) Inter Orientem et Occidentem. Studia z dziejów Europy Srodkowowschodniej ofiarowane Profeso- 
rowi Janowi Tyszkiewiczowi w czterdziestolecie prac naukowej, hrsg. T. WASILEWSKI, Warszawa 2002, S. 51-64, 
der darauf hindeutete, dass 46 Gräberfelder aus dem 11.-12. Jh. in Plock-Masowien mit der Besiedlung der warä- 
gischen Krieger, mit denen Jarostaw Madry Kasimir den Erneuerer unterstützt hatte, in Verbindung zu bringen 
seien. Meine kritischen Bemerkungen dazu habe ich an anderer Stelle dargelegt, M. WOLOSZYN, Ze studiów nad 
obecnością ruską i skandynawską na ziemiach polskich w Х-ХИ wieku, (in:) Świat Słowian wczesnego średnio- 
wiecza, hrsg. M. DWORACZYK, A.B. KOWALSKA, S. MOZDZIOCH, M. RĘBKOWSKI, Szczecin-Wrocław 2006, S. 
595-613, hier S. 602-606). 

193 Im Jahre 1122 hat Piotr Wtostowic Volodar Rostislavić, den Fürsten von Przemyśl, heimtückisch entführt 
(1092-1124). Getarnt als Flüchtling vom Hof Bolestaws Krzywoustys, hat er sich in die Gunst des Volodar einge- 
schlichen und ihn während eines Gastmahles in seine Gewalt gebracht. Volodar wurde von seinem Sohn Vladi- 
mirko, dem Fürsten von Przemysl und Halicz (1128-1153), freigekauft. 
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großen Ehren gehalten. Der Chronist informiert uns über die gute Erhaltung der Hand, 
„bei der nach dem Schwund des Fleisches nur noch die Haut an den heiligen Knochen 
hängt., Bolesław beschloss, sie nicht in ein Reliquiar zu fassen, und zwar „aus 
Furcht, es könne jemand, gelockt durch den Glanz des Metalls, jenes rauben, was er 
mit soviel Liebe in Empfang genommen hatte.“'”. 

Die Genauigkeit der Beschreibung wie der Reliquie selbst weist auf die große Ver- 
ehrung hin, die die Zwiefaltener Benediktiner dem in Polen erhaltenen Geschenk ent- 
gegenbrachten. Auch in Bertholds Werk wurde diese Reliquie besonders erwähnt, und 
zwar an erster Stelle vor den anderen Reliquien des Klosters’. Die Bedeutung der 
Reliquie wird indirekt auch durch die sorgsam gepflegte Bewahrung der Memoria für 
Bolestaw in Zwiefalten bestätigt, wie auch ~ und wohl noch mehr — für Salomea. Letz- 
tere wurde in die erste Spalte des ansonsten ausschließlich für Zwiefaltener Äbte und 
Mónche vorbehaltenen Obituariums eingetragen. Auf die besondere Verehrung der 
Reliquie durch Bolesław deutet hin, dass er sie — laut unserer Quelle — aus Furcht vor 
Dieben nicht in Edelmetall fassen lief, allerdings erst nach sorgfáltiger Untersuchung 
ihrer Authentizität. 

Leider informiert die Quelle weder in Bezug auf die Benediktiner noch in Hinsicht 
auf Bolesław darüber, ob die Verehrung von Stephans Hand in besonderem Maße mit 
ihrer byzantinischen Herkunft zusammenhing. Das ist natürlich möglich, angesichts der 
geschilderten besonderen Wertschätzung byzantinischer Reliquien in Westeuropa. Wir 
besitzen darüber im hier besprochenen Fall jedoch keine näheren Kenntnisse. 

Die Reliquie befand sich nur einige Jahrzehnte in Polen, und ohne Einrahmung 
kann sie die Entwicklung des polnischen Kunsthandwerks natürlich nicht beeinflusst 
haben. Gleichwohl ist diese Episode bemerkenswert, da sie unzweifelhaft!” auf das 





! Die Zwiefalter Chroniken, S. 131; Dem von Berthold verfassten Teil ist zu entnehmen, dass an der Hand 
der Daumen fehlt „Manum sancti Stephani prothomartiris cum cute, carnibus et unguibus excepto pollice [...].“ 
(S. 174). 


1 Ebenda, S. 127. 
1% Ebenda, S. 174, 175. 
107 WIECZOREK, Zwiefalten i Polska, S. 34, hier Quellenliteratur. 


"8 Es ist noch auf einige andere Erwähnungen zu verweisen, die das Vordringen byzantinischer Erzeugnisse 
in das polnische Gebiet bezeugen können. In der Literatur (SEMKOWICZ, Paleografia łacińska..., S. 103-104; 
SIELICKI, Polsko-ruskie, S. 44) fällt die Tatsache auf, dass das Inventar der Schatzkammer der Kathedrale in Gne- 
sen aus dem Jahr 1454 Liber evangeliorum Greca scriptura aurea erwähnt (Zit. nach J. RYŁ, Biblioteka Katedral- 
na w Gnieznie, Archiwa, Biblioteki i Muzea Ko$cielne 32 (1976), S. 159-248, hier S. 205). Dieses Buch ebenso 
wie ähnliche Schriften kann einst, wie es SEMKOWICZ, Paleografia lacinska, S. 104 feststellt „für die Fürstinnen 
altrussischer Abstammung und eventuell den sie begleitenden altrussischen Klerus bestimmt gewesen sein". Ein 
grundlegendes Problem bleibt allerdings, wie das Werk nach Gnesen gelangte. Das Nekrologium aus der Abtei auf 
dem Michelsberg (Bamberg) registriert den Tod Mieszkos II. und erwähnt seine Großzügigkeit gegenüber den 
dortigen Brüdern; wir erfahren, dass: „Ніс dedit nobis pallium [...).“, siehe Kalendarium necrologicum monasteri 
santi Michaelis in Babenberg, (in:) Fontes Rerum Germanicarum, hrsg. J.F. BOEHMER, Bd. IV (Heinricus de 
Diessenhofen und andere Geschichtsquellen Deutschlands m späteren Mittelalters), Stuttgart 1868, Urkunde 
Nr 45, S. 500-504, hier S. 501; A GIEYSZTOR, Bamberg i Polska w XI i XII wieku, Studia Zródloznawcze 15 
(1971), S. 71-83, hier S. 72 meint, das pallium sei „am einfachsten als Altarvorhang,, antependium, aus Edelmetall 
oder kostbarem Stoff anzusehen. Darauf, dass es sich hier vielmehr um einen Stoff handelt, weist eine weitere 
Position hin [unter den von der Quelle genannten Geschenken Mieszkos — M. W.], Gewänder der Klosterjungen, 
hóchstwahrscheinlich liturgische, zum Assistieren im Priesterchor". Eine ähnliche Ansicht vertritt B. KÜRBIS, Tezy 
o proweniencji, (in:) Kodeks Matyldy. Ksiega obrzedów z kartami dedykacyjnymi, hrsg. B. KÜRBIS, B. BOLZ, 
B. NADOLSKI, D. ZYDOREK, (Monumenta Sacra Polonorum, Bd. I) Kraków 2000, S. 128-132, hier S. 79), die 
schreibt, dass das pallium, also der Vorhang, „ein Altarantependium aus Brokat (Seidengewebe mit eingewebten 
goldenen Fäden)” gewesen sei. Sowohl B. Kürbis, als auch A. Gieysztor sind der Meinung, dass es sich hier um 
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Eindringen byzantinischen Sachguts in die Piastenmonarchie hinweist, und zwar durch 
Vermittlung der Kiewer Rus'. 


einen byzantinischen Stoff handeln dürfte. GIEYSZTOR, Bamberg i Polska, S. 73 stellt sogar fest, ,,Polen als Impor- 
teur und Reexporteur von östlichen, auch byzantinischen Luxusartikeln, konnte mit einem solchen aus dem Kreis 
der orientalischen Webkunst erworbenen Geschenk auftreten.“. Von dem Vordringen byzantinischen Gewebes 
nach Polen ist auch A Samsonowicz überzeugt: A. SAMSONOWICZ, Ze studiów nad odziezq ludnosci zamieszkuja- 
cej ziemie polskie we wczesnym sredniowieczu, Prace i Materialy Muzeum Archeologicznego w Lodzi, Seria Ar- 
cheologiczna 24 (1977), $. 5-40, hier S. 30; vgl. auch A. ROZYCKA-BRYZEK, Polska sztuka sredniowieczna a 
Bizancjum i Rus, Slavia Orientalis 38/3-4 (1989), S. 337-350, hier S. 344. Bemerkenswert ist, dass das Wort palli- 
um „Gewebe, Mantel, Obergewand, Umhang“ bedeutet (vgl. Słownik łaciny średniowiecznej, hrsg. M. PLEZIA, Bd. 
VII.1., Kraków 1992, kol. 40-42); in dieser Wendung fehlen mithin Hinweise auf das Rohmaterial. Aus dem pol- 
nischen Gebiet sind uns Reste von Seidengewebe bekannt (J. MAIK, Sploty jedwabnych tkanin wykopaliskowych 
znalezionych w Polsce, (in:) Archeologia i starozytnicy. Studia dedykowane Profesorowi Andrzejowi Abramowic- 
zowi w 70 rocznice urodzin, Lódz 1997, S. 173-184); wahrscheinlich hat Gallus Anonymus Seidengewebe ge- 
meint, als er den Reichtum der Gewänder der polnischen, Otto III. erwartenden Hofleute beschrieb (GALLUS 
ANONYMUS, Chronicae et gesta ducum sive principum Polonorum, I, 6, hrsg. К. MALECZYNSKI, (Monumenta 
Poloniae Historica n.s., Bd. II) Kraköw 1952, S. 21). Es kann also nicht ausgeschlossen werden, dass unter den 
von Mieszko II. an Bamberger Mónche überreichten Gaben auch byzantinisches Seidengewebe vorhanden war; 
allerdings muss betont werden, dass wir es hier nur mit einer Vermutung zu tun haben. 

Auf einem der im 15. Jh., vielleicht in Kraków aufbewahrten Pallien befand sich die Aufschrift „Oracionibus 
sancti Demetrii concedas omnipotentes multos annos seruo tuo Izaslaw duci Russie ob. remissionem peccaminum 
et regni celestis Imperium amen, Fiat domine in nomine tuo.“ Eine Information darüber finden wir (als Postscrip- 
tum) auf einem der in der Bibliothek in Kórniki aufbewahrten Bücher (Manuskript Nr 43, Blatt XVIb; vgl. A. 
LEWICKI, Napis na paliuszu z XI wieku, Kwartalnik Historyczny 7 (1893), S. 447-448, hier S. 447). A. Lewicki 
meint mit Recht, dass der im Text erwähnte Izjaslav ein Kiewer Fürst, wohl der Ehemann von Gertruda, sei. Er 
stellt auch fest, dass es sich hier um die von Izjaslav für katholische Bischófe, die in der Rus' gewirkt haben soll- 
ten, vorbereiteten Pallien handelt. Ohne auf die historische Interpretation dieser Tatsache einzugehen, muss darauf 
verwiesen werden, dass der Vermerk aus der Bibliothek in Kórniki die Übermittlung von Pallien durch Iziastaw 
ins Gebiet Polens bezeugt. Wenn wir annehmen, sie seien aus Seide, kann diese Erwähnung ähnlich wie der oben 
besprochene Bamberger Vermerk betrachtet werden. 

Bei den Erwägungen zur Rolle Polens bei der Vermittlung von (byzantinischen?) Seidenerzeugnissen aus der Rus’ 
nach Westeuropa sollte an die Gestalt Izjaslavs, des Kiever Fürsten, erinnert werden. Als er zum zweiten Mal im 
Jahre 1073 nach Polen geflohen war, „[...] ging zu den Ljachen mit viel Habe [...] indem er sagte: “Hiermit ge- 
winne ich Krieger', welches alles die Ljachen ihm wegnahmen, und sie wiesen ihm den Weg, fort von sich." (Die 
Nestorchronik. Die altrussische Chronik, zugeschrieben dem Mónch des Kiever Hóhlenklosers Nestor, in der 
Redaktion des Abtes Sil'vestr aus dem Jahre 1116, rekonstruiert nach den Handschriften Lavrent'evskaja, Radzi- 
vilovskaja, Akademiceskaja, Troickaja, Ipat'evskaja und Chlebnikovskaja, ins Deutsche überstetzt von L. 
MÜLLER, Forum Slavicum, Bd. 56, München 2001, S. 221). Davon, dass es sich hier nicht nur um Geld handeln 
braucht, zeugen die Bestrebungen Izjaslavs von 1074, den deutschen Hof für sich zu gewinnen. Zu Hilfsleistungen 
für Izjaslav sollen den Kaiser die aus der Rus' mitgebrachten goldenen und silbernen Schalen sowie auch Gewebe 
(sicherlich Seide) überzeugt haben (Lumberti Hersfeldensis annales 1040-1077, hrsg. V. CL. LUD. FRID. HESSE, 
MGH, Bd. V, Hanover 1844, S. 219 und bes. 230; zum Hintergrund der Ereignisse vgl. T. GRUDZINSKI, Bolestaw 
Smiaty - Szczodry i biskup Stanislaw. Dzieje konfliktu, Warszawa 1986, S. 51-58). 

Es wurde schon (vgl. Anm. 103) auf den Freikauf des von Piotr Wiostowic entführten Volodymirs durch seinen 
Sohn Vladimirko verwiesen. Jan Diugosz stellt bei der Beschreibung der Höhe des Lösegeldes fest, dass der Preis 
auf 20 000 Grivnen in Silber festgelegt wurde, und ein Teil in Form von 50 silbernen Gefäßen beglichen wurde, 
und zwar „[...] picariis, ciphis de opere Greco [...]" (Annales seu Cronicae incliti Regni Poloniae, hrsg. S. BUD- 
KOWA, I. GARBACIK, A. KAMINSKI, S. MIKUCKI, I. MITKOWSKI, M. PLEZIA, C. PIERADZKA, V. SEMKOWICZ- 
ZAREMBA, Warszawa 1970, liber III-IV, S. 295). 
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Abb. 1. Quedlinburg und das Reich Ottos des Grossen um 973, nach E. Müller-Mertens, Verfassung des 
Reiches, Reichsstruktur und Herrschaftspraxis unter Otto dem Grossen, (in:) Otto der Grosse, Magdeburg 
und Europa (Eine Ausstellung im Kulturhistorischen Museum Magdeburg vom 27. August — 2. Dezember 
2001; Katalog der 27. Ausstellung des Europarates und Landesausstellung Sachsen-Anhalt), M. Puhle 
(Hrsg.), Bd. I (Essays), Mainz, S. 189-198, Abb. 2; links unten Quedlinburg, nach B. Schneidmüller, Am 
Ende der Anfünge. Schlussgedanken über ottonische Erfolge in Geschichte und Wissenschaft, (in:) Ottoni- 
sche Neuanfänge. Symposion zur Ausstellung „Otto der Grosse, Magdeburg und Europa“, B. SCHNEID- 
MÜLLER, S. WEINFURTER (Hrsg.), Mainz 2001, S. 345-374. 
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THE CHRISTIAN NAMES OF SOME MEMBERS OF THE RIURIK DYNASTY AS 
A TESTIMONY OF BYZANTINE CULTURAL INFLUENCES IN KIEVIAN RUS', 
FROM OLGA'S BAPTISM TO 1139 


The objective of this article is to indicate, based on selected Christian (patron) 
names of certain representatives of the Riurik dynasty in the pre-Mongolian period 
(those of Olga — Helena, Vladimir I — Basil, Mstislav — Constantine Vladimirovich, 
Boris — Roman Vladimirovich, Evstafii — Mstislavich), that the Christian (patron) 
names of some members of the aforementioned dynasty may be considered legitimate, 
recorded testimony of Byzantine cultural influences on Kievan Rus’. The term “Byzan- 
tine culture" here is understood in its entirety, covering also the sphere of the Byzan- 
tine Church. In this study, we will refer to the motives followed by the members of the 
Russian princely family adopting certain names, as in case of Vladimir I, or giving the 
child a specific Christian name. During recent years, the historiography of this area has 
noted an increase of interest in the names of the Riurikids and members of their dy- 
nasty, which includes the Christian (patron) names, which are closely connected with 
their patron saints. In this context, one should specify, amongst others, valuable studies 
of Andrzej Poppe, F.B. Uspienskii and his wife A.F. Litvina, in particular, Professor 
Poppe's articles in regards to the origin of Boris and Gleb, the sons of the prince of 
Kiev, Vladimir I, and Feofana, the wife of Novgorod's posadnik Ostromir, as well as a 
recently published monograph of the aforementioned Russian scholars’. The issue of 


" In 2006 the author was awarded the Lanckoroñski Foundation scholarship for a stay in London. Не is 
profoundly grateful to Prof. Jonathan Shepard and Mrs. Nicola Shepard for their help during his stay in 
Oxford and to Prof. Shepard for his valuable consultations. 


' See A. POPPE, Der Kampf um die Kiever Thronfolge nach dem 15. Juli 1015, (in:) Beiträge zur 7. In- 
ternationalen Konferenz zur Geschichte des Kiever und des Moskauer Reiches, (Forschungen zur osteu- 
ropäischen Geschichte, vol. 50) Berlin 1995, pp. 275-296; IDEM, Spuscizna po Wlodzimierzu Wielkim. 
Walka o tron kijowski 1015-1019, Kwartalnik Historyczny 102, 1995, fasc. 3-4, pp. 3-22; IDEM, Theophana 
von Novgorod, Bsl. 58, 1997, pp. 131-158; IDEM, Feofana novgorodskaja, Novgorodskij istoricheskij 
sbornik 6 (16), 1997, pp. 102-120; IDEM, Vladimir Sviatoj. U istokov cerkovnogo proslavenija, Vizantino- 
rossika 2, 2000, pp. 9-55; IDEM, Loseres on Earth, Winners from Heaven. The Assassinations of Boris and 
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patron saints and names of the Riurikids of the pre-Mongolian period is extremely 
broad and complicated, and there is still a great deal of research to do. It should be em- 
phasized that, rather than approaching the subject of the article in a complex manner, it 
will only be presented as a summary, to be developed in a Ph.D. dissertation, on “Ра- 
tron Saints of the Kievan, Chernigov and Pereiaslavl’ Princes (from Olga's Baptism 
until 1139). 

Christian patron names may confirm the existence of cults related to specified saints 
in specific areas. In view of the subject taken it seems purposeful to remind the reader 
which saints, especially on the basis of Byzantine sphragistic material, were particu- 
larly popular in Byzantium during this period”. The subject literature points to the fact 
that during the post-iconoclastic period it was the image of Saint Nicholas of Myra that 
was most popular on the Byzantine seals depicting saints. The sphragistic sources also 
indicate to a large popularity, beginning with the 11" century, of cults of military saints 
in Byzantium; that is, St. George, St. Theodore (in some cases called St. Theodore 


Gleb in the Making of Eleventh-Century Rus', Quaestiones Medii Aevi Novae 8, 2003, pp. 133-168, IDEM, 
A ot bolgaryne Borisa i Gleba, (in:) Ot drevnej Rusi k Rossii novogo vremeni, Moskva 2003, pp. 72-74. 
F.B. Uspenskij, a Russian scholar of a younger generation, wrote and published several studies together 
with his wife, A.F. Litvina, focusing his attention on ducal and Christian (patron) names of Riurikovichi in 
the 10" through 16" centuries and has formulated some interesting considerations concerning the rules and 
functions of name-giving amongst the Riurikovichi. One could compare with, amongst others, A.F. 
LITVINA, Е.В. USPENSKIJ, Puti usvoenija christianskich imen v russkich knjazheskich sem jach XI-nachala 
XIII v., (in:) Religii mira. Istorija i sovremennost’, Moskva 2002, pp. 36-109. Worth of particular attention 
is the aforementioned Russian academics' last, broad monograph dealing with various aspects of choosing 
of names amongst the members of the Riurikovichi dynasty from the 10" through 16" centuries — see A.F. 
LITVINA, Е.В. USPENSKIJ, Vybor imeni u russkich knjazej v X-XVI vv. Dinasticheskaja istorija skvoz' 
prizmu antroponimiki, Moskva 2006 [Trudy po filologii i istorii] (with a special paragraph on the informa- 
tion about Christian names of the Riurikovichi and bibliography of primary and secondary sources). In this 
interesting study the authors try to establish some general rules of the name-giving amongst the members of 
Russian princely family of that period. One should add that the problem of Christian patron names and 
patron saints of Riurikovichi was included in considerations of some other scholars; compare, amongst 
others, M. DIMNIK, Oleg Svyatoslavich and his Patronage of the Cult of SS. Boris and Gleb, Mediaeval 
Studies 50, 1988, pp. 349-370, especially pp. 351-358; IDEM, The Dynasty of Chernigov 1054-1146, Pon- 
tifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies 1994 [Studies and Texts 116], pp. 35-37, 125-126, 175; O.V. LOSEVA, 
Patronal'nye svjatye russkich knjazej (letopisi, mesjaceslovy, sfragistika), (in:) Vostochnaja Evropa v drev- 
nosti i srednevekov'e, vyp. 13, Moskva 2001; EADEM, Russkie mesjaceslovy XI-XIV vekov, Moskva 2001. 
See also G. THOMA, Namensünderungen in Herrscherfamilien des mittelalterlichen Europa, (Müncher 
Historische Studien, Abteilung Mittelalterliche Geschichte, ed. E. HLAWITSCHKA, vol. 3) Kallmünz 1985; 
J. KORPELA, Beiträge zur Bevölkerungsgeschichte und Prosopographie der Kiever Rus’ bis zum Tode von 
Vladimir Monomah, Jyväskylä 1995; G. KLANICZAY, Holy Rulers and Blessed Princesses. Dynastic Cults 
in Medieval Central Europe, Cambridge 2002. 


? My Ph.D. dissertation is now in preparation. The study will cover in a complex manner all known 
sources, concerning the already-mentioned topic, which will be presented, amongst others, in a broad con- 
text of the relations of Kievan Rus' with other countries; for example with Byzantium, including, first of all, 
Rus'-Byzantine princely marriages. This article includes some of my considerations made in my Ph.D. 
dissertation. 


? Here, we follow the considerations included in my article on that topic — see G. ROSTKOWSKI, The 
Cult of Saints in Byzantium in the Light of Byzantine Sigillography (ca. 950-1180), (in:) Siegel und Siegler. 
Akten des 8. Internationalen Symposions für Byzantinische Sigillographie, ed. C. LUDWIG, Frankfurt am 
Main 2005 [Berliner Byzantinistische Studien, vol. 7], pp. 132-133; compare J. COTSONIS, The Contribu- 
tion of Byzantine Lea Seals to the Study of the Cult of the Saints (Sixth — Twelfth Cemtury), Byz. 75, 2005, 
pp. 383-497. 
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Tiron, in others as St. Theodore Stratilates) and St. Demetrios”. It was found that the 
aforementioned saints very often appear on the seals dressed in military armor, and it is 
very rare that they are presented as martyrs". The list of the most popular saints in 
Byzantium should be supplemented by St. Michael the Archangel and Saint John, es- 
pecially John Prodromos”. 

The first member of the Riurik dynasty known to receive a Christian patron name 
was Princess Olga, in the later centuries canonized by the Russian Church (died in 
969?)'. The literature has not settled the secret of her origin. Furthermore, the chrono- 
logy of Olga's life is not certain‘. The stay (or stays) of the Russian Princess in Con- 
stantinople and her baptism by the Emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (945- 
959) and the Patriarch of Constantinople (Theophylactus or „Polyeuctos), are variously 
dated by the subject literature, as 954/955, 955/956, or 957°. In view of these consid- 


* V.S. SHANDROVSKAJA, Vizantijskie pechati v sobranii Ermitazha (na vystavke „Iskusstvo Vizantii" iz 
sobranii Sovetskogo Sojuza), Leningrad 1975, p. 11; EADEM, /zobrazhenija svjatyh voinov v vizantijskoj 
sfragistike i numizmatike, (in:) Vizantija i Blizhnij Vostok (pamjati A.V. Bank). Sbornik nauchnyh trudov, 
Sankt-Peterburg 1994, p. 71. See also the very valuable monograph of Ch. WALTER, The Warrior Saints in 
Byzantine Art and Tradition, Aldershot 2003. Compare also with M. WHITE, Military Saints in Byzantium 
and Rus: Continuity and Change (an abstract of a paper read during the Meeting of the Slavonic and East 
European Mediaeval Studies Group on 22" March 2003 at London College of St. Clement's Ukrainian 
Catholic University). This abstract was published on the internet (http://userweb.port.ac.uk/-cleminsr/ 
abstract.htm#0303). See also her Ph.D. dissertation: Military Saints in Byzantium and Rus’, 900-1200, 
Cambridge 2004. 


? V.S. SHANDROVSKAJA, Vizantijskie pechati, p. 11; EADEM, Izobrazhenija svjatyh voinov, p. 75. Com- 
pare V. LAURENT, Le Corpus des Sceaux de l'Empire Byzantin, Tome V, 2. L’Eglise, premiere partie, 1 
(suite): L Église de Constantinople, B: Le clergé: titres et fonctions ecclésiastiques, C: Les monastères et 
les églises; première partie, 2: Les Archevêchés autocéphales, A: L'Église autonome de Chypre, B: 
L'Église autonome de Bulgarie; deuxième partie, 1: Les Patriarchats orientaux, 2: Supplément, Paris 1965, 
indexes of saints. 


° W. SEIBT - M.-L. ZARNITZ, Das byzantinische Bleisiegel als Kunstwerk. Katalog zur Ausstellung, 
Wien 1997, pp. 121-122. About military saints compare ibidem, pp. 135-136. 


7 About Olga see amongst others: L. VOJTOVICH, Knjazivs'ki dinastii Shidnoj Evropi (kinec’ IX — 
pochatok XVI st.). Sklad', suspil'na i politichna rol'. Istoriko-genealogichne doslidzhennja, L'viv 2000, 
table 1, p. 119, number 4; E.V. PCHELOV, Genealogija drevnerusskih knjazej IX — nachala XI v., Moskva 
2001, pp. 128-136. On the development of her cult compare lately M. HOMZA, St. Ol'ga: The Mother of All 
Princes and Tsars of Rus', Bsl. vol. 63, 2005, pp. 131-141. 


$ VOJTOVICH, Knjazivs’ki dinastii Shidnoj Evropi, table 1, p. 119, number 4. 


? The problem of a dating of Olga's stay (or stays) in Constantinople and her baptism was discussed in 
numerous publications. See amongst others: A. POPPE, Once again Concerning the Baptism of Olga, Ar- 
chontissa of Rus', (in:) Homo Byzantinus. Papers in Honor of Alexander Kazhdan, ed. A. CUTLER, 
S. FRANKLIN, DOP, 46, 1992, pp. 271-273; G.G. LITAVRIN, Vizantija, Bolgarija, Drevnjaja Rus' (IX — na- 
chalo XII v.), Sankt-Peterburg 2000, pp. 174-190, 204-213; IDEM, Vizantija i Slavjane (sbornik statej), 
izdanie vtoroe, Sankt-Peterburg 2001, pp. 429-437; A.V. NAZARENKO, Drevnjaja Rus' na mezhdunarodnyh 
putjah. Mezhdisciplinarnye ocherki kul'turnyh, torgovyh, politicheskih svjazej IX-XII vekov, Moskva 2001, 
pp. 219-310 (the author offers a broad review and analysis of the sources and historiography on that topic — 
see ibidem, pp. 219-230). Compare J. SHEPARD, The Dnieper Rus (c. 920-60) — Organize or Die: Securing 
the Way to Byzantium, (in:) S. FRANKLIN, J. SHEPARD, The Emergence of Rus 750-1200, London-New 
York 1998, p. 137. It should be added that in the De cerimoniis aulae byzantinae, the work attributed to 
Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, the Russian princess was called her ducal name - vide Constantini Por- 
phyrogeniti imperatoris De cerimoniis aulae byzantinae libri duo, vol. 1, Bonnae 1829, (in:) CSHB, vol. 
5/1, liber II, p. 594. 
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erations, it is important that while providing information about the aforementioned 
events, the chroniclers confirm that at her baptism Olga was given the name of Helena, 
like the mother of the Emperor Constantine the Great). This commentary by the 
chronicler could be related to his wish to compare Olga to the Christian Empress He- 
lena, mother of Constantine the Great, whose reign was so important for the history of 
Christianity’. The son of the Princess of Rus’, Sviatoslav, was not baptized (although 
the chroniclers mention Olga’s attempts to persuade him to convert to Christianity) but 
her grandson, Vladimir, who like Olga - Helena would also be worshipped by the Rus- 
sian Church in the later centuries as a saint, provided Christianity with the status of 
dominant religion in the Kievan Rus' by his conversion. The aforementioned fragment 
of the letopises (together with some mentions included in the other Russian sources) 
would confirm that the awareness of the great role played by Olga and Vladimir in the 
history of the country was already present among the cultural as well as political elites 
of Rus’ in the 11" and 12" centuries”. According to some scholars, the Emperor Con- 
stantine VII was Olga's godfather, and she adopted the name of his wife Helena Lakap- 
ina, as her Christian name". One may agree with this thesis. It is also possible, how- 
ever, that the choice of this name could also refer to Helena, the mother of Constantine 





10 


Lavrent'evskaja letopis', sub anno 6463 (955), (in:) PSRL, vol. I, Leningrad 1926 [reprint Moskva 
2001], col. 61; Ipat'evskaja letopis', sub anno 6463 (955), PSRL, vol. II, Sankt-Peterburg 1908 [reprint 
Moskva 2001], col. 49; Novgorodskaja pervaja letopis' mladshego izvoda, sub anno 6463 (955), (in:) Nov- 
gorodskaja pervaja letopis’ starshego i mladshego izvodov, red. A.N. NASONOV, Moskva — Leningrad 1950 
[reprint Moskva 2000], p. 114; Moskovskij Letopisnyj Svod Konca XV v., sub anno 6463 (955), PSRL, vol. 
25, Moskva 1949, p. 353; Letopisnyj Sbornik', imenuemyj Patriarsheju ili Nikonovskoju Letopis'ju, sub 
anno 6463 (955), PSRL, vol. 9, Sanktpeterburg' 1862 (reprint Moskva 1965], p. 29; Letopisnyj Sbornik’, 
imenuemyj Tverskoju Letopis'ju, sub anno 6463 (955), PSRL, vol. XV, Sanktpeterburg 1863, p. 62; Le- 
topis' po Voskresenskomu Spisku, sub anno 6463 (955), PSRL, vol. VII, Sanktpeterburg 1856, p. 286; Nov- 
gorodskaja Karamzinskaja Letopis', sub anno 6466 (958), PSRL, vol. 42, Sankt-Peterburg 2002, p. 38. 
Compare V.N. TATISHCHEV, Istorija Rossijskaja, vol. 2, Moskva — Leningrad 1963 [reprint Moskva 1995], 
p. 47, sub anno 6463 (955). It is worth adding here that both Letopisnyj Svod 1497 g. and Letopisnyj Svod 
1518 g. do not mention Olga's baptismal name. 


^ Compare M. HURBANIC, The Image of Constantine the Great т Rus’. The Tradition and Innovation 
of the Motive of the First Christian Emperor, (in:) East Central Europe at the Turn of the 1st and 2nd Mil- 
lennia, ed. V. MUCSKA, Bratislava 2002, p. 76 [,, Acta Historica Posoniensia" II]. In the Author's opinion, 
„The connection of the new name of Olga with the mother of the first Byzantine Emperor in this way indi- 
cated the predestination of the Russian princess (similarly to her ancient predecessor) to spread the new 
faith." 


М Compare A. POPPE, Wokół chrztu Rusi, (in:) Narodziny średniowiecznej Europy. Praca zbiorowa pod 
redakcją naukową H. Samsonowicza, Warszawa 1999, p. 215. 


З See, amongst others, SHEPARD, The Dnieper Rus (c. 920-60), p. 135: "She [Olga — G.R.] was bap- 
tized and took as her Christian name that of Empress Helena, while Constantine is depicted as becoming her 
godfather.” In M. Hurbanić's view (IDEM, The Image of Constantine the Great in Rus’, p. 76), it is probable 
that the Russian princess received her baptismal name after Helene, the wife of the Emperor Constantine 
VII). A.F. Litvina and Е.В. Uspenskij (idem, Vybor imeni u russkih knjazej v X-XVI vv., p. 592 and n. 577) 
think it is most probable that the Empress Helena, the mother of Constantine the Great, became Olga's 
patron saint (saint's day on 21* May) and that the Russian princess received her Christian name in honor of 
the Empress Helena Lakapina. 
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the Great'*. These could have been the motives followed by Olga or the emperor and 
patriarch, playing the most important role in the ceremony of the Russian Princess's 
baptism. It should be noted that apart from the letopises, there are other sources which 
provide the Princess’ Christian name for example, the "Adalberti Continuatio Regi- 
nonis" of the late sixties of the 10" century”. 

Vladimir I (the Great, Saint, and the Prince of Kiev from 980 to 15 July 1015!9) 1$ 
the next member of ће Riurik dynasty who had a Christian name which has been regis- 
tered by historical sources. It is known that after a period of official support to the pa- 
gan cults in Kiev and Novgorod, Vladimir decided to accept Christianity from Byzan- 
tium. The genesis and circumstances of the Olga's grandson's conversion became the 
subject of lively academic discussion, and there is no need to present it here!”. Accord- 
ing to Andrzej Poppe, who thoroughly examined the issue of Rus'-Byzantine relations 
in 986-989, in 987 Vladimir made an agreement with the Byzantine emperor, Basil II 
(976-1025), provided him with military assistance during the war with the usurpers, 
which at that time was being fought in Byzantium, and made Christianity the official 
religion of Rus', receiving baptism on 6 January 988. The alliance with Byzantium was 
strengthened by the marriage of Vladimir with Anna, the sister of emperors Basil II and 
Constantine VIII. According to Ihor Shevchenko, “By adopting Christianity and mar- 
rying Anna [...], Prince Volodymyr became a member of the Byzantine imperial fam- 
ily, and his land was included in the ideal Byzantine family of states." ? The ruler of 


s Compare А.Е. LITVINA, Е.В. USPENSKIJ, Vybor imeni u russkih knjazej v X-XVI vv., p. 592 (the Au- 
thors expressed the opinion that, as the wife of Constantine Porphyrogenitus bore the name Helena, it influ- 
enced the choice of the name Helena as Olga's baptismal name). 


5 See amongst others Adalberti Continuatio Reginonis, sub anno 959, (in:) Quellen zur Geschichte der 
Sächsischen Kaiserzeit, unter Benützung der Übersetzungen von A. BAUER und R. RAU, 5" edition, Darm- 
stadt 2002, p. 214. 


^ On Vladimir I see VOJTOVICH, Knjazivs’ki dinastii Shidnoj Evropi, table I, number 8, pp. 122-123 
(with the information about the subject literature on p. 122). 


7 About the genesis, political background and circumstances of the conversion of Vladimir I see, 
amongst others, A. POPPE, Politicheskij fon kreshchenija Rusi (russko-vizantijskie otnoshenija v 986-989 
godah), (in:) Kak byla kreshchena Rus’, izdanie vtoroe, Moskva 1990, pp. 202-240; IDEM, Wokół chrztu 
Rusi, pp. 212-230; J. SHEPARD, U - Turns and Conversion (c. 960-1015), (in:) S. FRANKLIN, J. SHEPARD, 
The Emergence of Rus, pp. 158-167. Compare J. SHEPARD, Conversions and Regimes Compared: The Rus’ 
and the Poles, ca. 1000, (in:) East Central & Eastern Europe in the Early Middle Ages, ed. F. CURTA, Ann 
Arbor 2005, pp. 254-261. See also footnote 25, in this article. 


8 See A. POPPE, The Political Background to the Baptism of Rus', Byzantine-Russian Relations be- 
tween 986-989, DOP 30, 1976, pp. 197-244 (compare POPPE, Politicheskij fon kreshchenija Rusi, pp. 202- 
240); D. and A. POPPE, Dziewosleby o porfirogenetke Anne, (in:) Cultus et cognitio. Studia z dziejów Sred- 
niowiecznej kultury, Warszawa 1976, pp. 451-468; IDEM, Rus i Bizancjum w latach 986-989, Kwartalnik 
Historyczny 85, 1978, fasc. 1, pp. 3-23; IDEM, Wokół chrztu Rusi, pp. 213-214; see also C. HOLMES, 
Basil Il and the Governance of Empire (976-1025), Oxford 2005, pp. 510-515. On this marriage, compare 
remarks by J. SHEPARD, Marriages towards the Millenium, (ed.) P. MAGDALINO, Leiden-Boston 2003, 
pp. 24-28. 


? T. ŠEVČENKO, Byzantine Elements in Early Ukrainian Culture, (in:) IDEM, Byzantium and the Slavs 
in Letters and Culture, Cambridge, Mass. — Napoli 1991, р. 164. 
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Kievan Rus’ adopted (or received by baptism) the name of Basil”. According to many 
scholars, in this way Saint Basil of Caesarea, known as the Great, Doctor of the 
Church, became the patron saint of Vladimir^', Researchers often accept the view that 
the Russian ruler adopted (or received) the name of Emperor Basil II as his Christian 
name and that the Emperor became Vladimir’s godfather”. In other words, Vladimir 
adopted (or received) the name of Basil at his baptism, because it was the name of the 
then ruling Byzantine Emperor. However, in consideration of the fact that there were 
Basil II and Constantine VIII ruling together in Byzantium, one may ask why did 
Vladimir receive the name of the first of them. Such a choice of name reflects the po- 
litical reality existing in Constantinople at the time, because it is obvious that Basil II 
was the actual ruler, while his brother Constantine VIII, the co-emperor, ruled nomi- 
nally. Furthermore, Vladimir was the first of the Riurik dynasty who had the patron 
name of Basil. According to sources, the aforementioned name first appeared in 
Kievan Rus' among the members of the Riurik dynasty. On the other hand, research of 
the Basil name in Rus' during the pre-Mongolian period leads to the conclusion that it 
was given not only to the members of Riurik dynasty, but also to other individuals”. It 
cannot be excluded that this particular Christian name appeared in Rus' before the con- 
version of Vladimir I, because the presence of Christians in Rus’ before 988 has been 
well evidenced. 

The Lavrent'evskaja Letopis' provides that Vladimir has been baptized in the St. 
Basil Church in Cherson while Ipat'evskaja Letopis' informs the ceremony was held in 
the St. Sophia Church located in the said city”. One should remind the reader here that 
the place and date of Vladimir's conversion has been the subject of lively discussion in 





? Vladimir's baptismal name is attested in the numerous sources. See, for example, Ustav knjazja 
Vladimira o desjatinah, sudah i ljudjah cerkovnyh, (in:) Drevnerusskie knjazheskie ustavy XI-XV vv., iz- 
danie podgotovil Ja.N. SHCHAPOV, Moskva 1976, pp. 14, 16-17, 19, 21-22, 30, 37, 42, 46, 54, 60, 69, 72, 
76, 78 (the appropriete editions); М.Р. SOTNIKOVA, LG. SPASSKIJ, Tysjacheletie drevnejshih monet Rossii. 
Svodnyj katalog russkih monet X-XI vekov, Leningrad 1983, p. 79-80; p. 179, number 175; p. 180, numbers: 
175-1, 175-2, 175-3, 175-4 (type IV of Vladimir's silver coins). 


?! See amongst others A. POPPE, Politicheskij fon kreshchenija Rusi, p. 235; A.V. NAZARENKO, Drev- 
njaja Rus’ na mezhdunarodnyh putjah, p. 435. A.F. Litvina and F.B. Uspenskij are more carefull, indicating 
that we cannot be sure which of St. Basils was Vladimir's patron saint. The Russian scholars seem, how- 
ever, to accept the view that St. Basil the Great (saint’s days on 1* and 30" January) was the saint patron of 
the Russian prince — see А.Е. LITVINA, Е.В. USPENSKIJ, Vybor imeni u russkih knjazej v X-XVI vv., p. 501. 


2? See for example POPPE, Rus i Bizancjum w latach 986-989, p. 19, IDEM, Politicheskij fon 
kreshchenija Rusi, p. 235 (the scholar thinks Basil II was most probably Vladimir's godfather). A.F. Litvina 
and F.B. Uspenskij, accepting, like A. Poppe, the view that the Russian prince was given the name of the 
Byzantine Emperor Basil II as his Christian name, expressed some doubts concerning the opinion arguing 
that Basil II was Vladimir's godfather - compare LITVINA, USPENSKIJ, Vybor imeni u russkih knjazej v X- 
XVI vv., p. 502, footnote 173. 

? See G. ROSTKOWSKI, Constantine and Basil: Patron Names in Rus' in the Pre-Mongolian Period, 
рр. 2, 5 (the paper given on 15 July 2004 during the proceedings of the International Medieval Congress in 
Leeds, inedited). See also T. SKULINA, Staroruskie imiennictwo osobowe, part 1. Wroctaw 1973, pp. 114, 
121, 124; part 2, Wroclaw, pp. 226-8. 

a Lavrient'evskaja letopis', sub anno 6496 (988), col. 111; Ipat 'evskaja letopis', sub anno 6496 (988), 
col. 97. As is commonly known, both letopises provide also the other versions as to the place of Vladimir's 
baptism. 
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historiography” . At this point, however, the activities of Vladimir as the founder are 
more important to us. Namely, he erected the St. Basil church in Kiev, on the hill 
where the statue of Perun was present before”. The significance of this was clear: 
V]adimir, who thus far had been promoting the cult of Perun and other pagan gods, 
constructs a church of his patron saint in the place where the pagan gods were wor- 
shipped^'. One may see his willingness to manifest a great change in the state after his 
conversion to Christianity. Due to time constraints, we will not discuss others of 
Vladimir's foundations^. It should be noted that, referring to recent research by 
Andrzej Poppe, Jonathan Shepard suggested that Vladimir's Byzantine wife, Anna 
Porphyrogenita, could have played an important role in the Christianization of Rus'. 
She might have also significantly affected the life of the court in Kiev’. Acceptance of 
these findings of both researchers would present the presence and activities of Anna in 
Rus' from a different perspective. 

It should be mentioned here some information regarding one of the sons of Vladi- 
mir I, Mstislav, who had the Christian name of Constantine. According to Leontii Voi- 
tovich, he was the son of Vladimir by his marriage with Adela, born probably in 983, 
and who died in 1036”. Mstislav was a prince of Tmutarakan (about 1010-1024) and 


23 POPPE, Politicheskij fon kreshchenija Rusi, рр. 235-237; G. PODSKALSKY, Chrześcijaństwo i litera- 
tura teologiczna na Rusi Kijowskiej (988-1237), Kraków 2000, pp. 35-36 and footnote 79 on pp. 35-36 
(with the information about the older literature of the subject; the scholar is favourable to A. Poppe's the- 
sis). Some scholars, for example O.M. Rapov and D. Obolensky, disagree with the reconstruction of events, 
concerning the circumstances of Vladimir's conversion, offered by Polish scholar — see O.M. RAPOV, Rus- 
skaja cerkov' v IX-pervoj treti XII v. Prinjatie hristianstva, Moskva 1988, pp. 225, 249-251; D. OBOLEN- 
SKY, Cherson and the Conversion of Rus': an Anti-Revisionist View, BMGS 13, 1989, pp. 244-256. 
J. Shepard indicates that “The exact course of event, including the place and date of Vladimir's baptism, is 
Obscure." — see IDEM, U - Turns and Conversion (c. 960-1015), p. 162; see also footnote 69 on p. 162 (with 
the information on the subject literature). Compare also footnote 17, in this article. 

26 Lavrent'evskaja letopis', sub anno 6496 (988), col. 118; see also Lavrent'evskaja letopis', sub anno 
6488 (980), col. 79; Ipat’evskaja letopis', sub anno 6496 (988), col. 103; compare G. ROSTKOWSKI, Kulty 
najwzniejszych Swietych bizantynskich i ruskich jako czynnik integrujqcy ziemie ruskie do najazdów mon- 
golskich), (in:) Integracja i tożsamość narodowa w Europie Srodkowo-Wschodniej na przestrzeni dziejów 
(ed.) E. ZNAMIEROWSKA-RAKK, Waszawą 2007, p. 40. 

27 However, constructing churches in places where pagan gods were worshipped before seems to have 
been a common practice in Europe in the Early Middle Ages. 


? On Vladimir's foundations see amongst others J. FENNELL, A History of the Russian Church to 1448, 
London — New York 1995, pp. 42-43. For example, the letopises inform us that after escaping death at the 
hands of the Pechenegs attacking him at Vasilev the Russian Prince founded the church of the Transfigura- 
tion there — see Lavrent'evskaja letopis', sub anno 6504 (996), col. 124-5; Ipat'evskaja letopis', sub anno 
6504 (996), col. 109. Attention should be paid to the name of the aforementioned town which, is clearly 
connected with Vladimir's baptismal name. Most probably, the Russian ruler gave the town the name made 
from his Christian name. Such a practice is attested in Rus' (and in other states, for example in Byzantium) 
also in the later period. 

? J, SHEPARD, Otto Ш, Boleslaw Chrobry and the ‘Happening’ at Gniezno A.D. 1000: Some Possible 
Implications of Professor Poppe's Thesis Concerning the Offspring of Anna Porphyrogenita, (in:) Byzan- 
tium and East Central Europe, ed. by G. PRINZING and M. SALAMON with the assistance of P. 
STEPHENSON, Cracow 2001, pp. 32-33 [Byzantina et Slavica Cracoviensia, vol. III]. Compare idem, Con- 
versions and Regimes Compared, p. 273 


? VOJTOVICH, Knjazivs'ki dinastii Shidnoj Evropi, table I, p. 127, number 14. The Author thinks Msti- 
slav was born a little later than Sviatoslav and Iaroslav (see idem, loc. cit.). 
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Chernigov (1024- 1036). From 1026 until his death he ruled Rus’ together with Iaroslav 
Vladimirovich"'. The Christian name of Mstislav — Constantine was mentioned in a 
famous sinodik of the Saint Anthony Monastery in Lubech””. It seems that the afore- 
mentioned prince received his Christian name in honor of Constantine VIII, who was 
the co-emperor in Byzantium in 976-1025, and after the death of his brother Basil II 
ruled independently for three years (1025- 1028)”. Therefore, in the case of Mstislav 
Vladimirovich it would be the second time that a member of the Riurik dynasty re- 
ceived his Christian name after the Byzantine emperor, who had been ruling during the 
life of the said Riurik dynasty member. It should be added that according to the 
sources, Mstislav Vladimirovich was the first Riurik dynasty member to receive the 
Christian name of Constantine. Similarly as in case of Basil, the name of Constantine 
was еп given to other princes of this dynasty; it was also given to other inhabitants of 
Rus' 

The baptismal names of two of Vladimir's younger sons, Boris - Roman and Gleb 
— David? as well as Feofana, the wife of Novgorod's posadnik Ostromir are also very 
interesting. Scholars have expressed different opinions concerning the origin of Boris, 
Roman and Feofana. For example, Andrzej Poppe believes they mi might have been the 
children of Vladimir by his marriage with Anna Porphyrogenita*. In Leontij Voi- 
tovich's view, Boris and Roman were the sons of Vladimir and a daughter of a ruler 
from the Volga Bulgaria ?' . А.Е. Litvina and Е.В. Uspenskij are tentative to join the 
opinion of many scholars believing that the Christian names of these princes, namely 
Roman, and David, are connected with the Western Bulgarian (Macedonian) dynastic 
names, Unfortunately, there is not enough time to discuss this problem, which cer- 
tainly deserves a separate study. It should only be noticed that the acceptance of A. 
Poppe's thesis concerning the offspring of Anna Porphyrogenita as well as some ob- 
servations made by J. Shepard, who suggests the convincing nature of some of Poppe’ S 
remarks regarding the origin of Boris and Gleb”, would be of a great importance in 
further discussion about several aspects of Rus’ — Byzantine political and cultural rela- 
tions at the turn of the first millennium. The acceptance of Poppe's opinion would indi- 


2 Lavrent'evskaja letąpis', sub anno 6533 (1026), col. 149; Ipat'evskaja letopis’, sub anno 6534 
(1026), col. 137. 


? Sinodik’ Ljubeckogo Antonievskago monastyrja, Chernigov' 1902, p. 16. 


4 According to A. Poppe the Christian name was chosen for Mstislav in honor of Constantine, POPPE, 
Spuścizna po Włodzimierzu Wielkim, p. 21. Compare amongst others LITVINA, USPENSKIJ, Vybor imeni u 
russkih knjazej v X-XVI vv., p. 580 (however, the authors do not express their own opinion on the problem, 
instead, they cite a view of A.A. MOLCHANOV, included in his article under the title Vladimir Monomah i 
ego imena (K izucheniju knjazheskogo imennika Rjurikovichej X-XII vekov), Slavjanovedenie, 2004 nr 2, 
pp. 81, 85). 

* See ROSTKOWSKI, Constantine and Basil: Patron Names in Rus + р. 2-3; see also SKULINA, 
Staroruskie imiennictwo osobowe, part 1, pp. 114, 121; part 2, pp. 186-7. 


3 On Boris and Gleb’ baptismal names as well as sources in which those names were registered see 
LITVINA, USPENSKIJ, Vybor imeni u russkih knjazej v X-XVI vv., pp. 477-478, 520-522. 


3% See footnote 1, in this article. 

37 VOITOVICH, Knjazivs 'ki атаяй Schidnoj Evropi, table 1, p. 128, nr 19 and 20. 

38 LITVINA, USPENSKIJ, Vybor imeni u russkih knjazej v X-XVI vv., pp. 477-478, 520-521. 

? SHEPARD, Otto Ш, Boleslaw Chrobry and the “Happening” at Gniezno A.D. 1000, pp. 32-33. 
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cate that Boris, Gleb and Feofana were relatives of the Macedonian dynasty members 
and, in particular, of the then ruling Byzantine emperors Basil II and Constantine VIII. 

The name of Mstislav Vladimirovich’s son, ,Evstafii, mentioned by the letopises 
under the year of 1032 or 1033 — when he died”, deserves special attention. Unfortu- 
nately, not much is known about him or his life. Leontii Voitovich suggested that 
Evstafii was a prince of Tmutarakan in 1023-1032/1033 and that he died during the 
Caucasus campaign, or that he died from a wound which he received during the cam- 
paign^ . The aforementioned Mstislav's son is known only under a single name — 
Evstafii, which one could suspect was his Christian name”. One may suppose that the 
name was related to the cult of Saint Eustathios, according to tradition, a martyr exe- 
cuted in times of the Emperor Hadrian?, However, in Christopher Walter's view, this 
saint probably never existed“ ‚ Regardless, the saint’s day was on 20 September. The 
already-mentioned Eustathios has been presented in a military vestment from at least 
the 10" century? . Except for other categories of sources, some small number of Byzan- 
tine seals, dated from about 950 to 1180, presents the image of Saint Eustathios as a 

military saint^?. If we assume that Evstafii Mstislavich received his name in honor of 
the Saint Eustathios, this would probably prove that the cult of the said military saint, 
at this time worshipped in Byzantium, appeared among the Riurik dynasty at the be- 
ginning of 11" century or a little later. Such a hypothesis would be convincing if we 
take into consideration the idea that, as Ch. Walter noticed, “It is clear that by the tenth 
century Eustathius was accepted at Constantino оре as a member of the celestial army, 
even if he was not included in the état major." Therefore, the name of Evstafii Msti- 
slavich may be, in our opinion, considered to be an example of Byzantine cultural in- 
fluences on Kievan Rus'. 

In view of the subject taken, it is important to underline that a certain number of 
Russian princes, ruling in the 11% and 12" centuries, had patron names related to the 
military saints, who at that time were commonly worshipped in Byzantium. For exam- 
ple, the Christian name of Jaroslav Vladimirovich was George, Iziaslav Iaroslavich was 
Dimitr, Sviatopolk Izaslavich was Michael, Mstislav — Harald, son of Vladimir 
Monomachus, was Theodore. The aforementioned names (or, at least, some of them), 
could be given to the said princes due to the fact that they were related to military 


40 Lavrent'evskaja letopis’, sub anno 6540 (1033), col. 150; Ipat’evskaja letopis’, sub anno 6541 
(1033), col. 138. 

*! VOJTOVICH, Knjazivs'ki dinastii Shidnoj Evropi, table 1, p. 129, number 26. 

* The sources do not mention Evstafii's princely (or other) name. A.F. Litvina and F.B. Uspenskij (Vy- 
bor imeni u russkih knjazej v X-XVI vv., p. 543) believe we do not know whether the prince bore other 
names and whether the name Evstafii was his baptismal or monk name. We are of opinion that most proba- 
bly Evstafii bore also his princely name. The chronicler (or chroniclers) might have not known his princely 
name or might have omitted it. Of course, other possibilities cannot be excluded. 


* The afore — mentioned Russian scholars suggest the patron saint of Evstafii might have been, apart 
from the said saint, Saint Eustathios the Warrior (saint’s day on 28" July) — see ibidem, p. 544 compare 
181-2. 


# Ch. WALTER, The Warrior Saints in Byzantine Art and Tradition, Ashgate 2003, p. 163. 


45 A. KAZDAN, N. PATTERSON SEVCENKO, Eustathios, (in:) ООВ, vol. 2, New York — Oxford 1991, 
p. 753. Compare WALTER, The Warrior Saints, pp. 164-169. 


*? ROSTKOWSKI, The Cult of Saints in Byzantium, pp. 133-134 and footnote 13 on page 134. 
* WALTER, The Warrior Saints, p. 167. Compare also ibidem, p. 169. 
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saints, which as previously said were popular in Byzantium. It is interesting that in 
view of the sources known to us, and primarily of the sphragistic material, the repre- 
sentatives of the Byzantine aristocratic family (and then, from 1081, the imperial dy- 
nasty) of the Komneni worshipped the military saints in a special way. It is reflected by 
their seals (with the images of the saints), presenting almost exclusively the military 
saints: St. George, St. Demetrios, and St. Theodore ^? 

Ihor Shevchenko indicated that the Byzantine cultural influences, most often origi- 
nating directly from Byzantium, reached Kievan Rus' by two main channels: the 
Church and the princely courts. In this respect, as he noted, the activities conducted by 
the Greek (or the Byzantinized Balkan) church hierarchy and, by the way, d a 
marriages, binding the courts of Rus’ and Constantinople, are very important”. 
cording to the suggestion of Dimitri Obolensky, a particular instance of the diia 
involving transmission of Byzantine civilization to the Slav people of Eastern Europe 
was the cult of one of the aforementioned saints, namely, Saint Demetrios”. Also the 
importance of the pilgrimages taken by the Russians to Constantinople (and sometimes 
further on, to the Holy Land) cannot be underestimated, as well as the flow of the By- 
zantines to Rus’. Summing up our considerations, we would like to say that, in our 
opinion, it should be emphasized in a stronger manner than currently present in the 
existing literature that the Byzantine culture, or its elements, reached Kievan Rus’ also 
in form of Christian patron names”, which may be the evidence of the presence of cer- 
tain saintly cults within its territory. 


“5 ROSTKOWSKI, The Cult of Saints in Byzantium, p. 134. Compare also J.-Cl. CHEYNET, L' icono- 
graphie des sceaux des Comnénes, (in:) Siegel und Siegler. Akten des 8. Internationalen Symposions für 
Byzantinische Sigillographie, pp. 53-67. 

© ŠEVČENKO, Byzantine Elements in Early Ukrainian Culture, p. 168. See also A. KAZDAN, Rus’- 
Byzantine Princely Marriages in the Eleventh and Twelfth Centuries, Harvard Ukrainian Studies 12-13, 
1988-1989 (Proceedings of the International Congress Commemorating the Millennium of Christianity in 
Rus'-Ukraine), pp. 414-429. My discussion with some of KaZdan's arguments is included in: G. ROST- 
KOWSKI, Nekolko beleshki za vizantijskite princezi vo Rusija (od 988 godina do sredinata na XII vek), 
Glasnik 49, 2005, nos. 1-2, pp. 75-88. Compare also I. KIUCHUKOVA, Za razprostranenieto na vizantijskata 
kultura posredstvom dinastichnite brakove (kraja na X vek — sredata na XV vek), (in:) Vizantija v sobstve- 
nite i ochi i v ochite na drugite, (ed.) V. VACHKOVA, A. MILTENOVA, C. STEPANOVA, Sofia 2007, pp. 189- 
216 — the author focuses her attention on marriages between Byzantine and Western (including Hungarians) 
princely families. 


50 D. OBOLENSKY, The Cult of St. Demetrius of Thessaloniki in the History of Byzantine — Slav Rela- 
tions, (in:) IDEM, The Byzantine Inheritance of Eastern Europe, Variorum Reprints, London 1982, p. 3. 


>! ŠEVČENKO, Byzantine Elements in Early Ukrainian Culture, p. 169. 
> Compare SKULINA, Staroruskie imiona osobowe, part 1, p. 113. 
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LE BAS DANUBE DANS LA SECONDE MOITIE DU XI-EME SIECLE: 
NOUVEAUX ÉTATS OU NOUVEAUX PEUPLES? 


Dans l'histoire byzantine le XI siécle est l'époque de la crise générale de l'État! 
laquelle a été aggravée aussi bien par les invasions des nouveaux ennemis (Normands, 
Petchenègues, Turcs), que par les tendances séparatistes dans l’État byzantin, surtout 
dans les territoires frontaliers”. Ce séparatisme était renforcé par la faiblesse du pouvoir 

central qui ne pouvait protéger ni les frontières ni les ethnies qui y habitaient. Ainsi, en 
Asie Mineure les Turcs envahissaient surtout les territoires habités par les Arméniens, 
en Italie, les Normands s’emparaient des territoires appartenant au peuple roman, dans 
les Balkans, le but de l’expansion des Petchénègues était les Slaves. 

Ces tendances séparatistes sont apparues très nettement dans le Bas-Danube qui 
faisait partie de l’État byzantin depuis Jean Tzimiskés? et qui était appelé Paristrion ou 
Paradounavon par les Byzantins”. D’après les sources concernant 971, Jean I* mit les 


! G. OSTROGORSKI, Geschichte des Byzantinischen Staates, München 1963, p. 265-283; E. STĂNESCU, La 
crise du Bas-Danube byzantine au cours de la seconde moitié du XT siecle, ZRVI 9, 1966, p. 49-73; M. ANGOLD, 
The Byzantine Empire 1025-1204. A political history, London-New York 1984, p. 12-102; W. TREADGOLD, 
A History of the Byzantine State and Society, Stanford 1997, p. 583-611. 


* STĂNESCU, La crise, p. 49-51; J.-Cl. CHEYNET, Pouvoir et contestations à Byzance, Paris 1996, p. 379-412; 
TREADGOLD, A History, p. 607-610, 614; A. MADGEARU, The Periphery against the Center: the Case of Para- 
dunavon, ZRVI 40, 2003, p. 49-56. 


? V. TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Dolni Dunav — granicna zona na vizantijskia zapad, Sofia 1976, p. 34-36; M. 
WHITTOW, The Making of Orthodox Byzantium, 600-1025, London 1996, p. 295-296; Istoria na srednovekovna 
Bálgaria VII-XIV vek, vol. I, Sofia 1999, p. 299-300; P. STEPHENSON, Byzantine Policy towards Paristrion in the 
mid-eleventh century: another interpretation, BMGS 23, 1999, s. 43-66; IDEM, Byzantium's Balkan Frontier. A 
Political Study of the Northern Balkans, 900-1204, Cambridge 2000, p. 47-55; F. CURTA, Southeastern Europe in 
the Middle Ages 500-1250, Cambridge 2006, s. 240-241. 


4 N. BANESCU, Le thème de Paristrion-Paradounavon (Paradounavis). Les origines. Le nom, Bulletin de la 
Section Historique de l' Académie Roumaine 25, 1944, p. 139-151; T. WASILEWSKI, Le katepanikion et le duché 
de Paristrion au ХГ s., (dans:) Actes du XIV* Congrés International des Études Byzantines, vol. II, Bucarest 1975, 
р. 641-645; IDEM, L'administration byzantine dans la vallée du Bas Danube au X° et XT siècles selon la sigil- 
lographie, Dobrudja 12, 1995, s. 190-203; TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Dolni Dunav, p. 36-39; EADEM, L'administra- 
tion byzantine au Bas-Danube (fin du X°-XF siècle), Bsl, 45, 1993, p. 96; I. IORDANOV, Pecatite ot strategiata v 
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garnisons byzantines dans les forteresses danubiennes, en incorporant en même temps 
la Bulgarie danubienne à Г Empire’. Les événements confus qui se sont passés dans le 
Bas-Danube à la fin du X-ème siécle°, peuvent supposer que les garnisons byzantines — 
au moins, dans les plus grandes fortresses, ont enduré les turbulences de la guerre avec 
le tsar Samuel et y ont stationné jusqu’à la crise de la seconde moitié du XI" siècle”. 

La situation du Bas-Danube a commencé à changer au désavantage du pouvoir 
central vers la moitié du XI-éme siècle, quand, avec le consentement de l'empereur 
Constantin IX Monomaque, un des chefs des tribus des Petchénégues, Kegen, a été 
admis parmi les alliés et les amis de l'Empire et a obtenu trois forteresses danu- 
biennes”. Cette décision a entamé le processus de colonisation des Petchénégues au 
Paristrion et dans les territoires bulgares en particulier”, ce qui a entraîné, comme 
toujours, une émancipation lente des terres danubiennes et l'effondrement des struc- 
tures du pouvoir de 1° État!?, d'autant plus que les anciens habitants du Paristrion, lequel 
occupait une partie de l'ancienne Bulgarie, se méfiaient du pouvoir central, en cher- 
chant probablement de l’aide auprès des nomades'' 





Preslav, Sofia 1993, p. 117, 134-137; A. MADGEARU, The military Organization of Paradounavon, Bsl. 60, 1999, 
p. 421; STEPHENSON, Byzantium's Balkan, p. 55-58. 


5 JOANNES SCYLITZES Synopsis historion, ed. I. Thurn (CFHB, V), Berlin-New York 1973, p. 310; N. 
OIKONOMIDES, A propos de la première occupation byzantine de la Bulgarie (971-ca. 986), (dans:) EYWYXIA, 
Mèlanges offerts à Hélène Ahrweiler, II, Paris 1998, р. 581-589; STEPHENSON, Byzantium's Balkan, p. 55-58. 


6 y. TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Dolni Dunav, p. 51-54; S. PIRIVATRIC, Samuilovata därzava. Obchvat i charakter, 
Sophia 2000, p. 113-116; STEPHENSON, Byzantium's Balkan, p. 59-60, 63-65; IDEM, The Legend of Basil the Bul- 
gar-Slayer, Cambridge 2003, p. 14, 18-21; C. HOLMES, Basil I] and the governance of Empire (976-1025), Oxford 
2005, p. 401-402. 


7 №. BANESCU, Le thème, p. 140-144; MADGEARU, The Military Organization, p. 421-422; PIRIVATRIC, Sa- 
muilovata dárzava, p. 113; P. Doimi De FRANKOPAN, The workings of the Byzantine provincial administration in 
the ioe 12" centuries: the example of Preslav, Byz. 71, 2001, p. 73-97. 


$ IOANNES SCYLITZES, p. 456-457; STANESCU, La crise, p. 51; P. DIACONU, Les Petchénégues au Bas- 
Danube, Bucarest 1970, p. 56-61; J. SHEPARD, John Mauropous, Leo Tornicius and an alleged Russian army: the 
chronology of the Pecheneg crisis of 1048-1049, JOB, 24, 1975, p. 61-89; TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Dolni Dunav, p. 
75-76; EADEM, La population du Bas-Danube et le pouvoir byzantin (ХГ-ХІГ s.), (dans:) Actes du XV* Congrès 
International d’Etudes Byzantines, Athénes-Septembre 1976, vol. IV, Athènes 1980, p. 331-332; EADEM, Migra- 
tions frontalières en Bulgarie médiévale, (dans:) Migrations et diaspora méditerranéennes (X°-XVI° siècles), ed. 
M. BALARD, A. DUCELLIER, Paris 2002, p. 127-128; ANGOLD, The Byzantine Empire, p. 15-16; E. MALAMUT, 
L'image byzantin des Petchenegues, BZ 88, 1995, p. 118-119; STEPHENSON, Byzantium's Balkan, p. 89-91: LO. 
KNIAZ'KU, Vizantia i kocevniki iuZnorusskich stepei, Sankt-Peterburg 2003, s. 38-39; CURTA, Southeastern 
Europe, p. 296. 


? STANESCU, La crise, p. 51-52; DIACONU, Les Petchénégues, p. 62-69; V. TÁPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Les 
uısoßapßapoı et la situation politique et ethnique au Bas-Danube pendant la seconde moitié du ХГ s., (dans:) 
Actes du XIV* Congrès International des Études Byzantines, vol. II, Bucarest 1974, p. 616; EADEM, Dolni Dunav, 
p. 78-79; EADEM, Tiurskie kocevniki, vizantiskaia administracia i mestnoe naselene na Niznym Dunae (XI-XII 
vv.), (dans:) Vostoćnaia Evropa v drevnosti i srednevekov'e, Moskva 1978, p. 69; С.С. LITAVRIN, Vizantijskoe 
obśćestvo i gosudarstvo v Х-ХІ vv., Moskva 1977, р. 238; ANGOLD, The Byzantine Empire, p. 16; MALAMUT, 
L'image, p. 118-132; ANGOLD, The Byzantine Empire, p. 39; STEPHENSON, Byzantium's Balkan, p. 89-98; 
KNIAZ'KIJ, Vizantia i koćevniki, s. 43-44; CURTA, Southeastern Europe, p. 296-297. 

© Е. CHALANDON, Essai sur le régne d'Alexis Comnene (1081-1118), Paris 1900, p. 3-5; TAPKOVA-ZAIMO- 
WA, Tiurskie kocevniki, p. 69-70; STEPHENSON, Byzantine Policy, p. 52-53; IDEM, Byzantium's Balkan, p. 91-98; 
CURTA, Southeastern Europe, p. 297-298. 
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L'apogée du séparatisme se manifestera dans la région danubienne aprés les évé- 
nements des années 1072-1073" C'est alors qu'il s'est dégagé une vraie révolte 
dirigée par le vestarque Nestor, envoyé par le pouvoir central pour gouverner la région 
danubienne!”. La cause de cette rébellion était l'opposition envers la politique fiscale 
du ministre Nicéphoritzés, qui, réduisit les subsides annuels que le trésor impérial 
payait aux villes danubiennes " . П faut bien souligner qu'on n avait sürement pas 
l'intention de créer un État indépendant ni de changer Г empereur ”. Cependant, la 
révolte a précipité le processus de liquidation des structures du pouvoir central sur le 
territoire soumis au duc ou catépan du Paristrion'°. Ainsi, cette manifestation d'hosti- 
lité envers Constantinople a désorganisé la situation au nord de la montagne Haimos en 
y créant le vide politique. On suppose qu'on a commencé à créer alors les centres 
locaux du pouvoir avec l'aide des Petchénégues'’. Quelques’uns, comme Dristra, déjà 
entre les mains des Petchénégues, jouissaient d'une indépendance totale'*; d’autres, 
surtout à Dobroudja qui avait sa monnaie locale à Isacce, se considéraient toujours une 
partie de l’Empire”. Il se pose alors une question: peut-on lier ce processus à la 
formation du Paristrion indépendant, même si cela signifierait seulement l'union de 
certains centres??? Cela semble peu vraisemblable’, mais on ne peut pas ecxlure 
qu'une longue absence du pouvoir byzantin ait pu aboutir à une telle situation (par 


? MICHAEL ATTALIOTA: Miguel Ataliates, Historia, ed. I.P. MARTIN, Madrid 2002, p. 150-153; С.С. LITA- 
VRIN, Bolgaria i Vizantia v XI-XII vv., Moskva 1960, p. 411-414; STANESCU, La crise, р. 56-61; DIACONU, Les 
Petchénegues, p. 100-106; N.-S. TANASOCA, Les mixobarbares et les formations politiques paristriennes du XI 
siècle, RRH, 12, 1973, p. 61-62; TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Dolni Dunav, p. 89-92; EADEM, Tiurskie kocevniki, p. 70; 
ANGOLD, The Byzantine, p. 121-122; MALAMUT, L'image, p. 130-132; CHEYNET, Pouvoir, p. 81, 390-391; 
TREADGOLD, A History, p. 607; STEPHENSON, Byzantine Policy, p. 58-60; IDEM, Byzantium's Balkan, p. 98; 
MADGEARU, The Periphery, p. 50-52; CURTA, Southeastern Europe, p. 299. 


1 MICHAEL ATTALIOTA, р. 151; TANASOCA, Les mixobarbares et les formations, p. 61; TAPKOWA-ZAIMO- 
WA, Dolni Dunav, p. 91-92; MALAMUT, L'image, p. 131; CHEYNET, Pouvoir, p. 390; ANGOLD, The Byzantine, p. 
98; STEPHENSON, Byzantine Policy, p. 58-60; IDEM, Byzantium's Balkan, p. 98. Il faut dire, que M. Angold et W. 
Treadgold datent la revolte à l'an 1076. 

М MICHAEL ATTALIOTA, p. 150; LITAVRIN, Bolgaria i Vizantia, p. 412-413; TANASOCA, Les mixobarbares et 
les formations, p. 61; MALAMUT, L'image, p. 131; ANGOLD, The Byzantine, p. 98; CHEYNET, Pouvoir, p. 81, 390; 
TREADGOLD, A History, p. 607; STEPHENSON, Byzantine Policy, p. 58; IDEM, Byzantium’s Balkan, p. 98; 
MADGEARU, The Periphery, p. 49. 


5 On peut dire que ce serait plutôt le cas d’une désobeissance civique; voir aussi: TANASOCA, Les mixobar- 
bares et les formations, p. 80; ANGOLD, The Byzantine Empire, p. 98; cf.: CHEYNET, Pouvoir, p. 81; STEPHENSON, 
Byzantine Policy, p. 58; IDEM, Byzantium's Balkan, p. 98. 


!ó E. STĂNESCU, Les „mixobarbares” du Bas-Danube au ХГ siècle ( Quelques problèmes de la terminologie 
des textes) NEH 3, 1965, p. 45; CHEYNET, Pouvoir, p. 390-391; MADGEARU, The Military, p. 429. 


17 STANESCU, Les „mixobarbares”, p. 48; TANASOCA, Les mixobarbares et les formations, p. 65. 


18 TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, La population, р. 332; EADEM, Tiurskie kocevniki..., р. 69-70; CHEYNET, Pouvoir, p. 
390; CURTA, Southeastern Europe, p. 299. 


1? MADGEARU, The Military, p. 429; IDEM, The Periphery, p. 51; STEPHENSON, Byzantine policy, p. 43-66. 
20 STANESCU, Les „mixobarbares”, p. 48; IDEM, La crise, p. 61; ANGOLD, The Byzantine, p. 39. 
?! TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Dolni Dunav, p. 94. 
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ana ogie au VII-éme s. £9) et à la naissance d'un nouvel état — le Paristrion ou la Patzi- 
nakia 

Un autre probléme, lié directement à la situation politique du Bas-Danube dans la 
seconde moitié du XI-ème s., est l'apparition dans les sources du nom „mixobarbares” 
pour désigner le peuple des villes et forteresses danubiennes ^". Ce nom était déjà connu 
dans l'antiquité? et utilisé par l’historiographie byzantine. Ainsi, par exemple, Théo- 
phylacte Simocatta nomme ainsi Phocas”°, par contre, pour ix Génésios, c'est 
Constantios, adopté par le rebelle et usurpateur Thomas le Slave’’. Ce n'est tout de 
méme qu'un emploi de ce terme archaique ad personam. 

Il faut bien souligner ici que les historiens byzantins des XI-ème et ХП-ёте siécles 
employaient souvent les ethnonymes archaiques” . A cóté des Scythes et Sauromates” 
on trouve aussi des Tryballes, des Daques et des Gétes. Ces ethnonymes concernent 
sürement des peuples concrets, quoique leur identification soit difficile. On sait que 
pour Jean Skylitzes, les Tryballes étaient les Serbes”; il en est de méme pour Jean 
Zonaras qui assimilait ces noms?! . Cependant, Г idenüfication des Daces est beucoup 
plus compliquée, on essaie de les affilier aux Roumains ou aux Hongrois”. 

Le terme mixobarbaroi est, en général, difficile à comprendre; il apparait chez Mi- 
chel Attaliates (en qualité générale) pour désigner tous les habitants du Danube". C'est 
justement cette population, surtout les résidents polyglottes des villes riches, qui a pré- 


22 TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Les juiEoBépBapot, p. 617; EADEM, Tiurskie koćevniki, p. 70. 

23 Ce second nom apparaît aussi sur les sceaux; I. IORDANOV, Sceau d’archonte de Ilatlıvarıa du XF s., EB 
28, 2, 1992, p. 79-82; STEPHENSON, Byzantine policy, p. 45; IDEM, Byzantium's Balkan, p. 91, 96; MADGEARU, 
The Periphery, p. 51, 53; IDEM, Despre "Noua Anglie" de la Marea Neagrä (secolul al XI-lea), Revista Istoricá 
14, 5-6, 2003, p. 140. 

24 STANESCU, Les „mixobarbares”, p. 45-53; TANASOCA, Les mixobarbares et les formations, p. 61-82; 
TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Les yu£oBépBapoi, р. 615-619; EADEM, Рош! Dunav, p. 126-131; MALAMUT, L'image 
byzantine, p. 129-131; STEPHENSON, Byzantium's Balkan, p. 110. 

55 TANASOCA, Les mixobarbares et les formations, p. 67-68; TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Les yuËoBäpBapoi, р. 615; 
STEPHENSON, Byzantium's Balkan, p. 110. 


26 THEOPHYLACTI SIMOCATTAE Historiae, ed. C. DE BOOR, Leipzig 1887, p. 302-303. 


27 IOSEPH GENESI Regum Libri Quattuor, ed. A. LESMUELLER-WERNER, I. THURN (CFHB, XIV), Berlin- 
New York 1978, p. 26. 


a TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Dolni Dunav, р. 118-124; EADEM, Byzance, l'Europe Occidentale et les peuples bal- 
kaniques (quelques traites de leur optique reciproques), EB 3, 1993, p. 26; M.V. BIBIKOV, Archaizacia v vizanti- 
jskoi etnonimii, (dans:) Etnogenez narodov Balkan i Sevemogo Prićernomor'ia, Moskva 1984, p. 30-36; LO. 
KNIAZ’KU, Vizantia i kocevniki, p. 60-61. 


2 Aux ХІ et XII siècles les Scythes et les Sauromates ce sont principalment des nomades: les Petchénégues, 
les Ouzes, les Coumans; voir p. ex.: TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Dolni Dunaj, р. 118-119, 123-124; EADEM, Tiurskie 
kocevniki, p. 70; STEPHENSON, Byzantine Policy, p. 56-57; IDEM, Byzantium's Balkan, p. 93, 97, 106, 107-110, 
153-154; J.W. BIRKENMEIER, The Development of the Komnenian Army 1081-1180, Leiden-Boston-Kóln 2002, 
p. 72. 

30 IOANNES SCYLITZES, р. 424. 


3! IOANNIS ZONARAE, Epitomae historiarum libri XIII-XVIII, ed. TH. BUTTNER-WOBST, vol. III, Bonn 1897, 
p. 751. 

32 STĂNESCU, Les „mixobarbares”, p. 50; BIRKENMEIER, The Development, p. 72; STEPHENSON, Byzantium’s 
Balkan, p. 109; CURTA, Southeastern Europe, p. 281; cf. TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Dolni Dunav, p. 119, 120-124. 

33 MICHAEL ATTALIOTA, p. 150: `ЕӨруЛ\єїто de kai то пер тб» "lorpov Karoroüv pLEoBdpBapov, 
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paré la révolte par suite des actions impopulaires de Nicéphoritzés. A cóté de la popu- 
lation indigéne du Paristrion, appelée mixobarbaroi, apparaissent les Petchénégues 
(pour les chroniqueurs - les Scythes)’. Ce qui est intéressant, c'est qu Attaliates n'a 
pas employé l'ethnonyme Bulgares bien qu'il ait décrit auparavant les luttes entre les 
Bulgares et les Ouzes”. Par contre, on trouve fréquemment ce terme dans les sources 
byzantines oü il désigne les habitants du théme Bulgarie, qui, peu aprés, se sont révol- 
tés, dirigés par Constantin Войш”°. С’ est, chez Skylitzés Continué qu'on trouve beau- 
coup d'informations sur ces événements”. Il est intéressant qu'aucune de ces sources 
n'emploie l'ethnonime Bulgares pour désigner les habitants du Danube. Pour Skylitzés 
Continué ainsi que Jean Zonaras, ce sont les Paristriens?. Méme pour Michel Atal- 
liates, les Bulgares étaient surtout les habitants des Balkans Occidentaux” = 

Il se pose alors une question — pourquoi les historiens byzantins, en décrivant les 
événements des années 1072-1073, n'employaien-ils pas le terme Bulgares pour dé- 
signer la population de la Bulgarie danubienne? En revenche, ils parlent de la popula- 
tion appelée par Attaliates mixobarbares, et par les autres, les Paristriens (Paristrioi). 
Le témoignage le plus important est celui d'Attaliates qui vivait à cette époque — là et 
présantait les événements avec beaucoup se précision. Il semble que l'ethnonyme Bul- 
gares n'a pas été employé car les révoltés, guidés par Nestor, constituait pour l’État 
byzantin une nouvelle qualité, totalement différente des Bulgares qui luttaient contre 
les Byzantins en occident. Comme on l'a déjà remarqué, la révolte de Nestor avait 
d'autres buts que celle de Bodin. 

Michel Attaliates s'est servi de l'ancien nom archaique mixobarbaron, bien qu'il 
n'ait pas bien précisé sa signification. Il semble tout de méme improbable qu'il com- 
prend sous ce terme les Petchénégues qui se civilisaient ou les Vlaques ou encore les 
Bulgares qui avaient adopté le style de vie des barbares, c'est-à-dire des nomades ^". On 
pourrait demander — pourquoi? Dans le premier cas, parce que les Petchénégues appa- 
raissent dans les sources sous leur vrai nom, ou comme les Scythes. En plus, Attaliates 
souligne que ces Scythes gardaient leurs propres moeurs *! П y a aussi une autre 
difficulté - comment les nomades pouvaient-ils se civiliser si la population de là-bas, 


34 Par exemple: MICHAEL ATTALIOTA, р. 150, 215, 216. 

5 MICHAEL ATTALIOTA, р. 63: ... mayyevel TO TÜV Оббш» &vous metrà тўс ас dmookeuñs Tóv 
"loTpov Śtarepaiw8ev &UXots pakpois kai Aégfots aurompéuvots Kal BUpoats Toug ŚLakwAlovTas TTV 
TOUTWY Tepalwotv Bou\yäpous… 

°° LITAVRIN, Bolgaria i Vizantia, p. 402-410; CHEYNET, Pouvoir, p. 79, 389, 390; Istoria na srednovekovna 
Bálgaria, p. 403-407. 

37 SCYLITZES CONTINUATUS: 'H Zuvexeia тїс xpovoypabias Tov Iwdvvov УкомМтСт, ed. E.T. TSOLA- 
KES, Thessalonique 1968, p. 162-166. 

38 IOANNES ZONARAS, р. 744; SCYLITZES CONTINUATUS, p. 166. 

3 MICHAEL ATTALIOTA, p. 7, 23, 29, 30, 167, 168, 213. 

40 STANESCU, Les „mixobarbares”, p. 49-51; DIACONU, Les Petchénègues, p. 100-101, 103; TANASOCA, Les 
mixobarbares et les formations, p. 64, 66; TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Les uu&oßapßapoı, р. 618; Н. AHRWEILER, Byz- 
antine Concepts of the Foreigner: The Case of the Nomads, (dans:) Studies on the Internal Diaspora of the Byzan- 
tine Empire, ed. H. AHRWEILER, A.E. LAIOU, Washington DC 1998, p. 10-11, 13; STEPHENSON, Byzantium's 
Balkan, p. 110. 
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légalement appartenant à Byzance, était souvent percue comme étrangére, presque 
barbare ^^? Ce fait explique pourquoi la deuxiéme possibilité est plutót à exclure. 

On peut admettre alors que ces mixobarbares étaient une sorte de population mé- 
langée du point de vue ethnique”. Les Bulgares pouvaient en constituer une partie 
importante ou dominante, enrichie par d'autres éléments, ce qui n'est toutesfois quand 
méme perceptible dans les sources ^. On suppose que С. ’étaient les Vlaques, dont la 
présence dans les Balkans est certaine à cette époque-là^. Il reste une question: trou- 
vait-on chez eux les Petchénégues et les Ouzes? C'est peu probable, comme on l'a déjà 
dit, ils'étaient appelés les Scythes ou sous leurs propres noms. Les mémes doutes con- 
cernent d'ailleurs les Vlaques — leur nom était aussi connu aux Byzantins". Peut-être 
alors, il faudrait prendre l'information d'Attaliates à la lettre et traduire le terme 
mixobarbaroi comme population hétérogene du Bas-Danube: Bulgares, Petchénégues, 
Ouzes, Vlaques, Hongrois, Russes*”. On peut admettre que ce nom signifiait pour Atta- 
liates une nouvelle entité. 

On peut peut-étre avoire recours à l'information que | les villes danubiennes étaient 
capables de créer des forces militaires assez importantes ^. Par exemple, Nestor nommé 
catépan de Dristra par le pouvoir central, est devenu chef des révoltés qui ont menacé 
Constantinople. Ces forces se composaient des autochtones et représentaient leurs 
intérêts”. Attaliates souligne que ces villes danubiennes pouvaient rassembler des 
troupes considérables), 50 mais il n 'ajoute même pas que c'était une partie de Г armée 
byzantine qui accueillait déjà les tagmata étrangers stationnant dans les thémes"!. Les 
forces du Paristrion pouvaient étre alors quelques chose de séparé, hors des structures 
militaires de ’Етрие”. Dans cette situation, on est tenté d'émettre une hypothése sur 
l'origine de ces troupes. Peut-étre que les soldats des villes danubiennes étaient les 
descendants de ceux de l'époque de Jean Tzimiskés. Les garnisons qu'avait laissées | 
empereur victorieux, se composaient de soldats byzantins, de Romains (Romaioi)”. 


#2 MICHEL PSELLOS, Chronographie, ed. E. RENAULT, t. 1, Paris 1926, p. 78-79, 81; A. DUCELLIER, La notion 
d'Europe à Byzance des origines au XIII" siècle, Bsl. 55, 1994, p. 1-7. 


43 DIACONU, Les Petchenégues, p. 101; TANASOCA, Les mixobarbares et les formations, p. 77-78. 
H TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Les раёоВарвороь, p. 618; EADEM, Dolni Dunav, p. 130-131. 


45 STANESCU, Les „mixobarbares”, p. 49; IDEM, Byzantinovlachica. I: Les Vlaques à la fin du X° siècle-début 
du ХГ et la restauration de la domination byzantine dans la Péninsule Balkanique, RESEE 6, 1968, p. 407-438; 
IDEM, Quelques propos sur l'image byzantine de la Romanité balkanique, RESEE 24, 1986, p. 133-144; 
TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, La population, p. 334; TREADGOLD, A History, p. 539. 


4 Un de plus anciens mentions des Vlaques à la Péninsule Balkanique est celui de Jean Skylitzés: ... TOUTwv 
бє TGv Tecodpuv dSehduv Aafi8 не» є0005 dmefío dvapeleis ресоу Касторас Kal Tlpeoras eis 
Tas Aeyonevas KaAdsg püs пара тилши Влахшу OStTdv... (IOANNES SCYLITZES, р. 329). 

47 TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Les рабоВарвороь, p. 618; TANASOCA, Les mixobarbares et les formations, р. 78. 

48 MICHAEL ATTALIOTA, р. 150. 

* MADGEARU, The Military, p. 440; TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Dolni Dunav, p. 86-90. 

MICHAEL ATTALIOTA, p. 150. 


`l Н. GLYKATZI-AHRWEILER, Recherches sur l'administration de l'Empire byzantin au IX°-XF s., Bulletin de 
correspondance hellenique 84, 1960, р. 23-24; LITAVRIN, Vizantijskoe obscestvo, р. 242, 251-252, 253-255; J.-Cl. 
CHEYNET, Les effectifs de l'armée byzantine aux X°-XIF s., Cahiers de civilisation médiévale 38, 1995, p. 322- 
328; W. TREADGOLD, Byzantium and Its Army, Stanford 1995, p. 115-117. 


5? MADGEARU, The Military, p. 440. 
53 IOANNES SCYLITZES, p. 310. 
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semble aussi qu'il existait toujours le contróle byzantin aux les terres qu'on avait prises 
auparavant au prince russe Sviatoslav. Ce contróle n'a disparu ni pendant les guerres 
avec Samuel ni, d'autant plus, pendant les invasions des Petchénégues ^. D'autre part, 
cette surveillance n'était pas trés continue et certaines fortresses pouvaient étre plus ou 
moins coupées du centre. Cela a facilité la transformation des garnisons en commu- 
nautés locales, mais cultivant d'anciennes traditions. Ce n'était pas des cas isolés, car 
au VI-&me s., Procope de Césarée décrivait ainsi les descendants des soldats romains, 
en soulignant qu'ils servaient les maítres barbares, en gardant les signes et la discipline 
de leurs ancêtres”. Ainsi, on pourrait identifier les mixobarbaroi du Bas-Danube 
comme un mélange byzantino-barbare. Par contre, il n'est pas juste d'attribuer ce terme 
à la population locale, c'est-à-dire aux Bulgares (mélangés avec les nomades) et aux 
Vlaques, car pour les Byzantins cultivés, ils étaient toujours des barbares. On a donc 
trouvé un archaisme bien pratique et on l'a employé pour désigner une nouvelle qualité 
qui est apparue assez subitement à cause de la crise de l'État byzantin. Ce terme appa- 
rait aussi dans Alexiade d' Anne Comnene, dans la description de l'expédition d’Alexis 
Comnéne contre les Petchénégues??. On y dépeint un homme qui était d’ origine mixte, 
ce qui est particuliérment important — on souligne ses racines petchenzgues”. 

Peut-étre qu'il faudrait alors traduire ce terme du point de vue éthnique — comme 
l'appellation d'un nouveau groupe de population différent des Bulgares (déjà installés) 
et des Petchénégues (nouvellement venus) mais avec un trés net élément romain, et 
provenant surtout de tous les soldats byzantins, laissés dans les garnisons danubiennes. 
Bien sür, à cause de la modicité des sources, ce n'est qu'une des hypothéses. Ce pro- 
cessus a pu commencer vers la fin du X°”® s. et s'est intensifié vers la moitié du XI" — 
quand Byzance a perdu le contróle réel sur les terres entre l' Haimos et la Danube. Le 
vide a été comblé alors par les élites locales qui se sont mises à créer les organismes 
locaux en s'appuyant sur les grandes forteresses et collaborant avec les nomades 
colonisant ces terres”. Le fait que ces élites étaient d'une certaine facon liées au milieu 
et à la raison d'État byzantins peut étre confirmé par l'indifférence des riches villes 
danubiennes vis-à-vis des événements dans le théme de Bulgarie, dont les habitants 
cherchaient à créer un état bulgare””. Comme exemple, on peut citer aussi les appels 
envoyés par les révoltés du Paristrion à Constantinople dans les années 1072-1073, 
pendant la rébellion de Nestor. C'étaient surtout des souhaits de destitution de l'impo- 
pulaire Nicéphoritzes?? 


3% BANESCU, Le theme, p. 140-144; MADGEARU, The Military, p. 421-2, 429; IDEM, The Periphery, p. 51; 
PIRIVATRIC, Samuilovata därzava, p. 113; P. DE FRANKOPAN, The workings, p. 73-97. 


53 PROCOPIUS CAESARIENSIS, Opera omnia, rec. J. HAVRY, vol. II, Lipsiae 1963, p. 64-65. 


°° ANNA COMNENA, Alexias, ed. D.R. REINSCH et A. KAMBYLIS (CFHB, XL), Berlin et New York 2001, р. 
209-222. 


2 STANESCU, Les „mixobarbares”, p. 46; TANASOCA, Les mixobarbares et les formations, p. 71; B. SKOULA- 
TOS, Les personnages byzantins de l'Alexiade. Analyse prosopographique et synthése, Louvain 1980, p. 213-215. 


58 STĂNESCU, La crise, p. 56-61; MADGEARU, The Periphery, p. 49-56. 


= TANASOCA, Les mixobarbares et les formations, p. 76; CHEYNET, Pouvoir, p. 389, 391; STEPHENSON, 
Byzantium's Balkan, p. 142. 


7 TANASOCA, Les mixobarbares et les formations, p. 80; CHEYNET, Pouvoir, р. 81, 390-391; CURTA, South- 
eastern Europe, p. 299. 
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Ainsi, dans la seconde moitié du Xl-e s., dans le Bas-Danube on n'observe pas 
tellement l'apparition de nouveaux états | que la naissance de communautés ethniques: 
des Petchénégues devenant agriculteurs" et formant peut-étre alors Ja Patzinakia, et 
des mixobarbaroi, appelés ainsi provisoirement par les historiens byzantins, peut-étre 
identiques aux Paristriens (Paristrioi) de certaines chroniques, par exemple de Skylitzés 
Continué ou Jean Zonaras”*. On ne peut pas non plus exclure leur évolution lente vers 
l'État et le peuple des Paristriens (Paristrioi). Les actions résolues d' Alexis Comnene 
l'ont arréttée™; elles ont été forcées surtout par les avancements hostiles des mémes 
Petchénégues. Ceux- -ci aidèrent les prétendants au thrône: Nicéphore Bryennios gt 
Nicéphore Basilakios™, ensuite ils lutterent aux côtés des rebelles Lékas puis Тгашоѕ® 
On peut dire que de 1087 à 1091, les nomades étaient méme devenus un danger mortel 
pour Byzance, en dominant le Paristrion et pillant la Thrace? . L'apogée de la menace 
eut lieu quand les Petchénégues ont conclut une alliance avec Tzachas, l'émir de 
Smyrne, et ont mis le siège devant Constantinople?" À son tour, Alexis ler Comnène 
s'est allié aux Coumans et a écrasé les Petchénégues le 29 avril 1091 à la bataille de 
Lebounion. Elle se termina en massacre des Petchenégues survivants’. C'est cette 
victoire qui a décidé qu' Alexis Comnéne allait libérer les les Balkans de leur présence 
et qui lui a permis de restaurer le pouvoir byzantin au Bas-Danube‘”, par cela méme, 
enrayant la possibilité de la naissance d'un nouveau peuple. 





$! TANASOCA, Les mixobarbares et les formations, р. 80; TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Les mićoBćoBopot, p. 618; 
MALAMUT, L'image, p. 132. 


62 IOANNES ZONARAS, p. 713; SCYLITZES CONTINUATUS, p. 166. 


6 CHALANDON, Essai, p. 109-125, 128, 132-134; LITAVRIN, Bolgaria i Vizantia, p. 421: DIACONU, Les 
Petchenegues, p. 130-134; TANASOCA, Les mixobarbares et les formations, p. 81-82; ANGOLD, The Byzantine 
Empire, p. 109-111; MALAMUT, L'image, p. 135-142; CHEYNET, Pouvoir, p. 391; A.G.K. SAVVIDES, Oi Tourkoi 
kai to Vizantio, Athens 1996, p. 79-80; MADGEARU, The Periphery, p. 54; BIRKENMEIER, The Development, p. 71- 
77; STEPHENSON, Byzantium's Balkan Frontier, p. 100-105; CURTA, Southeastern Europe, p. 300-302. 


6 DIACONU, Les Petchénégues, p. 110; TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Dolni Dunav, p. 93; MALAMUT, L'image, р. 
132-134; CHEYNET, Pouvoir, p. 83-84, 86-87; SAVVIDES, Oi Tourkoi, p. 79; STEPHENSON, Byzantium's Balkan, p. 
100-101; CURTA, Southeastern Europe, p. 301. 


© DIACONU, Les Petchénègues, р. 111; TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Dolni Dunav, р. 93; SKOULATOS, Les person- 
nages, p. 298-299; MALAMUT, L'image, p. 134-135; CHEYNET, Pouvoir, p. 85, 94; STEPHENSON, Byzantium's 
Balkan, p. 101; CURTA, Southeastern Europe, p. 289-290, 301. 

6° CHALANDON, Essai, p. 109-125; TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Dolni Dunav, p. 97-100; MALAMUT, L'image, p. 
135; KNIAZ’KU, Vizantia i kocevniki, p. 52-54; 96. 

Ж CHALANDON, Essai, p. 127; CL. CAHEN, Pre-Ottoman Turkey, London 1968, p. 81; ANGOLD, The Byzan- 
tine Empire, р. 110; SAVVIDES, Oi Tourkoi, p. 80; KNIAZ'KU, Vizantia i kocevniki, р. 53-54; CURTA, Southeastern 
Europe, p. 301. 


68 CHALANDON, Essai, р. 133-134; DIACONU, Les Petchénégues, p. 132-133; IDEM, Les Coumans au Bas- 
Danube aux XF et XIF siècles, Bucuresti 1978, р. 40; TAPKOWA-ZAIMOWA, Dolni Dunav, p. 100; ANGOLD, The 
Byzantine Empire, p. 110-111; MALAMUT, L'image, p. 141-142; SAVVIDES, Oi Tourkoi, p. 80; BIRKENMEIER, The 
Development, p. 76-77; STEPHENSON, Byzantium's Balkan, p. 103; KNIAZ'KIJ, Vizantia i koëevniki, p. 96-100; 
CURTA, Southeastern Europe, p. 301. 
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PRINCE OLEG-MICHAEL SVIATOSLAVITCH 
IN BYZANTINE CAPTIVITY, 1079-1083: 
SOME REMARKS ON THE BYZANTINE EMPIRE'S PONTIC POLICY IN THE 
SECOND HALF OF THE ELEVENTH CENTURY* 


One of the most remarkable political personalities in Kievan Rus' at the turn of the 
twelfth century, Prince Oleg became a Byzantine captive following an episode in the 
internal wars waged among the Rurikids. Shortly after his defeat at Niva Niezhatynna, 
officials from Tmutorokan took Oleg captive and sent him as their prisoner to Constan- 
tinople in 1079. This fact is reported in the Primary Chronicle. The same source also 
reports on Oleg's return to Tmutorokan in 1083'. His conflict with Prince Vsevolod of 
Kiev appears to perhaps have been an issue of minor significance in the political affairs 
of Rus', and therefore of no interest to neighbors, apart from some of the Cumanian 
tribes. But this interpretation changes in the light of certain events which took place in 
Tmutorokan. After being imprisoned, Oleg was not simply handed over to his uncle, 


* I wish to thank Professor Jonathan Shepard for his comments which have helped me prepare the final 
version of the text. 


| Povest’ vremennykh let, ed. V.P. ADRIANOVA-PERETTS, D.S. LIKHACHEV, B.A. ROMANOVA, Mo- 
skva-Leningrad 1950 (quoted as PVL), 6587, 6591, p. 135. On Prince Oleg see V.L. IANIN, Mezhdukniaz- 
heskii'e otnosheniia v epokhu Monomakha i Khozhdeniia igumena Daniela, Trudy Otdela drevnerusskoi 
literatury, 16, (1960), pp. 115-117; A. POPPE, Oleg-Michat, (in:) Stownik Starozytnosci Stowianskich, ed. 
W. KOWALENKO, С. LABUDA, Z. STIEBER, Wroctaw-Warszawa 1967 (quoted as SSS), pp. 475-476; J. DU- 
DEK, Bizantynska niewola ksiecia Olega-Michala Swiatoslawowicza. Ze studiów nad pontyjska politykq 
Cesarstwa Bizantynskiego w drugiej polowie XI w., (in:) Europa Srodkowo-Wschodnia. Ideologia, historia 
a społeczeństwo. Księga poświęcona pamięci Profesora Wojciecha Peltza, Zielona Góra 2005, pp. 163-185. 
On the issue of Tmutorokan (Matrakha) and its ties with Byzantium and Rus see W. SWOBODA, Tmutoro- 
kan, (in:) SSS, vol. 6, Part 1, pp. 91-96; A.L. MONGAIT, О granitsakh tmutorokanskogo kniazhestva v XI v., 
(in:) Problemy obshchestvenno-politicheskoi istorii Rossi i slavianskikh stran. Sbornik statei k 70-letiyu 
akademika M.N. Tikhomirova, Moskva 1963, pp. 54-61; O. P(RITSAK), Tmutorokan, ODB, vol. 3, p. 2090; 
A.V. GADLO, Tmutorakanskie etiudy, III-V, Vestnik Leningradskogo Universiteta 2, (1990), 2(9), 4(23), 
(1991), 2(9) pp. 3-13, 21-33. J. SHEPARD, Closer encounters with the Byzantine World: The Rus at the 
Straits of Kerch, (in:) Pre-Modern Russia and its World. Essays in Honor of Thomas S. Noonan, ed. K.L. 
REYERSON, TH.G. STAVROU, J.D. TRACY, Wiesbaden 2006, pp. 16-77. 
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which would have been the simplest solution of the conflict, especially in the light of 
the fact that authority in Tmutorokan was assumed by posadnik Ratibor, whom Vsevo- 
lod had assigned there. Oleg, however, was immediately transferred to Constantinople. 
When a few years later he regained power in Tmutorokan, it happened as a natural 
consequence of his return “from the Greeks.” In the pre-Mongol period of the history 
of Rus’, there were other instances of members of the Rurikid dynasty being sentenced 
to exile in Byzantium; for example, in 1129 four Polock princes were banished by 
Mstislav Vladimirovitch, and in 1162-1168 the destiny of Vsevolod (Big Nest), later 
prince of Vladimir-Suzdal, was similar. But in such circumstances the reaction of the 
Byzantines was merely to welcome the exiles’. 

Therefore, how do we explain the two apparently conflicting episodes of Oleg’s life 
at the hands of the Byzantines in 1079 and in 1083? Normally, internal quarrels among 
the Rurikids went little heeded by Byzantine emperors. As a rule, local wars fought in 
Rus’ in the tenth and eleventh centuries were viewed by Constantinople as the internal 
disputes of their northern, still “barbaric,” neighbors. In seeking an answer as to why 
Oleg was first imprisoned, and later freed, we should take a closer look at the northern 
policy of Byzantium in the second half of the eleventh century. So far a few studies 
have dealt with the reasons which made Sviatoslavich’s return to Tmutorokan possi- 
ble”, but the factors which had led to his deportation and two-year captivity still need 
examination. 

The research conducted by G.G. Litavrin partly answers this question, especially re- 
lating to possible reasons why the Byzantine party might restore freedom to Prince 
Oleg in 1083°. It is noteworthy to add that, while the technology of the production of 
"Greek fire" was a secret very carefully protected by the Byzantines, we do not know, 
however, all the places the crude oil, which probably was used for its manufacture, 
originated". It seems highly unlikely that the production of this weapon, which was so 
secret and vital for the state's interests, and furthermore insured advantage in maritime 
wars, depended on only one or two sources. Probably there were many more such 
places of origin in the Byzantine state or in adjacent territories. For this reason, the hy- 
pothesis formulated by G.G. Litavrin, which is quite intriguing, does not fully answer 
the question why Byzantium permitted Oleg to return to Tmutorokan in 1083. 


* Ipatievskaia Latopis, (in:) PSRL, vol. 2, Sankt Petersburg 1843, pp. 15-16. See H. GRALA, Ruryko- 
wicze na Balkanach w XII i XIII wieku, (in:) Balcanica Posnaniensia, Acta et Studia, vol. 4, ed. W. PA- 
JAKOWSKI, L. MROZEWICZ, Poznaü 1989, p. 132; in his opinion at least some of the exiled princes settled 
in Constantinople, where they were allowed an independent life. 


3 For example, N. BANESCU, La domination byzantine à Matracha (Tmutorokan), en Lichie, en 
Khazarie et en “Rusie” à l'époque des Comnéne, Académie Roumaine. Bulletin de la Section Historique 22 
(1941), pp. 57-77; V.L. IANIN, Pechati Feofano Muzalon, Numizmatika i Sfragistika 2 (1965), pp. 87-88; 
A.V. SOLOVIEV, Domination byzantine ou rousse au Nord de la Mer Noire à l'epoque des Comnénes?, (in:) 
Akten des ХІ. Internationalen Byzantinisten-Kongresses, München 1958, pp. 569-580; IDEM, Apywv 
Pooilag, Byz. 31 (1961), pp. 237-244. 


* G.G. LITAVRIN, Rus' i Vizantiia v XII veke, Voprosy Istorii 7 (1972), pp. 39-40; IDEM, Vizantiia 
i Slaviane, Sankt Petersburg 1999, pp. 503-504. 


* J. HALDON, M. BYRNE, A possibile solution to the problem of Greek Fire, BZ 70 (1977), pp. 91-92; 
E. M(CGEER), Greek Fire, ODB, vol. 2, p. 873. 
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In seeking an answer to this question, we should also examine in greater detail the 
northern policy of the Byzantine emperor Nicephorus III Botaneiates (1078-1081), who 
for good reasons (including the wars against usurpers to the throne and threats from the 
Normans and Seljukids) cultivated good relations with the peoples inhabiting areas 
surrounding the northern coasts of the Black Sea. He was willing to continue an alli- 
ance with the kings of Georgia, Bagratides, despite objections of the Church; to this 
end he married Maria of Alania, the spouse of his predecessor Michael VII Doukas 
(1071-1078)°. He also devoted great attention towards securing stable relations with 
the most influential Russian princes and heads of tribes inhabiting the steppes of the 
Lower Danube, as far as the northern slopes of the Caucasus’. Certain events among 
the more energetic izgoys of Tmutorokan may have increased the Emperor's concern in 
regards to the northern borderlands of the state. 

The Rurikids previously had made at least two attempts to expand their influence 
beyond the zone of Tmutorokan peninsula, especially in the North Caucasian lands. 
The first to do so was Prince Mstislav Vladimirovitch, the first member of the Tmu- 
torokan Rurikids house before 1024. Next was Rostislav Vladimirovitch, in 1064-66". 
Like Mstislav, he attempted to expand his party (druzhyna) with contingents provided 
by the northern Caucasian peoples and intended to start the struggle for his own patri- 


° LM. NODIA, Gruzinskie materialy o vizantiiskoi imperatritsy “Alanki” Marii, (in:) Actes du XV* 
Congrés International d'Études Byzantines, Athénes, septembre 1976, IV, Histoire. Communications, 
Athénes 1980, pp. 138-143; M.D. LORDKIPANIDZE, /z istorii gruzino-vizantiiskikh vzaimootnoshenii na 
grani X-XI vv., (in:) Actes du XIV* Congrés International des Études Byzantin, Bucarest, 6-12 septembre 
1971, ed. M. BERZA, E. STÄNESCU, vol. II, Bucuresti 1976, pp. 369-377; IDEM, Iz istorii vizantiisko- 
gruzinskikh vzaimootnoshenii (70-e gody XI v.), VV 40 (1979), pp. 92-95; IDEM, Concerning the History of 
Byzantine-Georgian Relations in the Seventies of Eleventh Century, (in:) Actes du XV* Congrés Interna- 
tional d'Etudes Byzantines, Athénes, september 1976, pp. 192-197; C.M. B(RAND), A. C(UTLER), Maria of 
"Alania", ODB, vol. 2, p. 1298; L. GARLAND, Byzantine Empresses. Women and Power in Byzantium. AD. 
527-1204, London-New York 1999, pp. 180-182. On objections of the Byzantine Church to this marriage, 
which was breaking the canon law, see A.E. LAIOU, Imperial Marriages and Their Critics in the Eleventh 
Century. The Case of Scylitzes, DOP 46 (1992), pp. 165, 172-175. 


1 On relations between Nicephorus III and Rus see G.G. LITAVRIN, Vizantiia, Bolgariia, drevniaia Rus’ 
(IX-nachalo XII v.), Sankt Petersburg 1999, p. 280. Military assistance from the Georgians and Alans be- 
came increasingly more important for Byzantium in the face of threatening expansion of the Seljukids as 
well as mutinies of usurpers and hired troops in Asia Minor after 1071. Byzantine diplomats as early as in 
the seventies of the eleventh century had great hopes in the Alans — fellow citizens of Empress Maria's 
mother. See Nicéphore Bryennios Histoire, II 19, ed. P. GAUTIER, Bruxelles 1975, p. 183, ll. 5-7; Matiane 
Kartlisa, Cap. 295, 313, 314, ed. M.D. LORDKIPANIDZE, Tbilisi 1976, pp. 367-368, 390-391; Die Chronik 
Kartlis (anonymous), (in:) Das Leben Kartlis. Eine Chronik aus Georgien. 300-1200, ed. G. PATSCH, Leip- 
zig 1985, p. 394; Leben des Königs der Könige Dawid, (in:) ibidem, pp. 396-397. See J.-C. CHEYNET, La 
politique militaire byzantine de Basile II à Alexis Comnene, ZRVI 29-30 (1991), p. 71. On Empress Maria's 
uncle, ruler of western Alans, Dorgolel the Great, and his cooperation with Byzantium and Georgian Bagra- 
tydes, see V.A. KUZNETSOV, Alanskie plemena severnogo Kavkaza, Moskva 1962, pp. 123-131; M.V. BIBI- 
KOV, Vizantiiskiye istochniki po istorii drevnei Rusi i Kavkaza, Sankt Petersburg 1999, pp. 290-293; 
GADLO, Tmutorakanskie, IV, 4, (1990), pp. 10-11, 13, notes 47, 48. 

* PVL, 6530, 6574, p. 99, p. 111. See GADLO, Tmutorakanskie, YII, 2, (1990), pp. 28-31, IV, 4, (1990), 
pp. 5-8. On expeditions of the druzhinas of the Russian princes to the Caspian Sea coast in the first half 
of the eleventh century, see J. SHEPARD, Yngvarr's Expedition East and a Russian Inscribed Stone Cross. 
(in:) Saga-Book of the Viking Society for Northern Research, vol. 21, (1984-1985), Parts 3-4, pp. 240-242, 
249-250. 
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monial heritage in Rus’. One may assume that the two Rurikids treated Tmutorokan as 
a convenient center for recruiting military troops. The rule over this city allowed them 
access to numerous communities located in the northern Caucasus as a potential mili- 
tary reserve. It also enabled raids and incursions reaching the coast of the Caspian Sea. 
These factors helped the Rurikids of Tmutrokan build their high status and military 
power, necessary for efficient military and political actions on the middle Dnieper. In- 
cursions undertaken by the Rus’ princes of Tmutorokan over time might have been 
perceived by Byzantium as a violation of its political influence among the northern 
Caucasian peoples. 

Since the mid-eleventh century, in Constantinople’s policy other factors could also 
have played a role, such as the impact of the Rurikids of Tmutorokan on the migrations 
of the nomadic Turkish tribes from the northern coasts of the Black Sea. G.G. Litavrin 
points here to a specific paradox in Byzantine-Rus’ian relations in the eleventh and 
twelfth centuries: nomadic tribes were a threat for both countries, but a victory over 
them by one side created, simultaneously, a danger for the other, as it typically initiated 
the process of migration of a defeated steppe community, destabilizing the fragile or- 
der. 

It is no accident that Mstislav initiated the process of consolidating a vast territory 
of the Chernigov principality, extending from Tmutorokan as far as the Oka River, 
which coincided with an intensified influx of the Pechenegs to the Lower Danube area. 
After 1027 the Pechenegs began to invade the Balkan provinces of Byzantium, and 
these incursions became more and more frequent in the following years The appear- 
ance of Rostislav in Tmutorokan coincided with a massive invasion of the Uzes 
(Torks) in the Byzantine state in 1066! !. Of course, the dynamic actions of the Tmu- 
torokan princes were not the only factor causing migrations of subsequent groups of 
steppe tribes towards Byzantine lands. They migrated to the southwestern territories 
either because of pressure exerted by neighbors from the east, mainly the Uzes and 
Cumans, or because of expeditions undertaken by the Rurikids in the eleventh century. 

Nonetheless, some princes of Rus' in the region of the Sea of Azov managed to tilt 
the balance of power in this region to their favor. It is for this reason that the undertak- 
ings of the Tmutorokan Rurikids were undoubtedly closely watched by Constantinople 
and provoked a reaction from the Byzantine authorities. We know that the Caucasian 
expeditions of Prince Mstislav in no way disturbed his relations with Byzantium where 
he was seen as a perfect ally in wars waged with the Khazars or the Muslim rulers from 
eastern lands beyond the Caucasus. These close relations lasted till the death of the 


? LITAVRIN, Rus’ i Vizantiia v XII veke, p. 38; IDEM, Vizantiia i Slaviane, p. 499. 


ЮР. DIACONU, Les Petchenegues au Bas-Danube, Bucuresti 1970, p. 40; V. TÄPKOVA-ZAIMOVA, 
Dolni Dunav — granichna zona na vizantiiski Zapad. Kam istoriata na severnite i severoistochnie bälgarski 
zemi kraia na X-XII v., Sofija 1976, pp. 72-100; E. MALAMUT, L'image byzantin des Petchénégues, BZ 88 
(1995), p. 117-118; P. STEPHENSON, Byzantium's Balkan Frontier: A Political Study of the Nothern Bal- 
kans, 900-1204, Cambridge 2000, pp. 81, 89-103. 


И T. NAGRODZKA-MAICHRZYK, Czarni Klobucy, Warszawa 1985, pp. 27-28, but she connects this in- 
vasion with the defeat of Uzes in the battle with a coalition of Russian princes as early as 1060. 
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Prince ?. On the other hand, Rostislav's successes deeply worried an unidentified Byz- 
antine official of Kherson, since the Chronicle (despite its legendary folk contents) telis 
us that a Byzantine guest supposedly deceitfully poisoned the prince during a feast" 

Despite the fact that the peace made with the Danube Pechenegs was one of first 
major diplomatic successes of Nicephorus II, he still had grounds for concern'*. The 
Byzantines always kept a careful eye on Tmutorokan, especially as the next prince- 
outlaw (izgoy) from the Rurikid dynasty appeared there with a plan to treat the city as a 
base for further struggles towards an independent principality in Rus'. In this respect, 
Oleg resembled his Rus'ian predecessors in Tmutorokan, Mstislav and Rostislav. 

The two-year confinement of Oleg on Rhodes Island was probably preceded by his 
internment in a monastery in Constantinople. The Emperor and his advisors probably 
needed time to make a decision about the fate of this important prisoner. The verdict in 
such a case did not depend on a caprice of the monarch, but was decided according to 
forms of punishment stipulated in Byzantine law for offences against the state”. For 
Byzantine political interests, Oleg's exile in a place distant from Rus’ and Tmutorokan 
was more beneficial, as he could be isolated there for as long as necessary. The deci- 
sion to confine Oleg on Rhodes Island might have taken place already within a few 
weeks after his arrival in Constantinople. In that case, the prince might have been re- 
moved from the capital city of the Byzantine state already in the fall of 1079. But if it 
took much longer for the verdict to be reached, he might have remained in Constantin- 
ople during the winter months of 1079-1080. In such a case, the period of his stay on 
Rhodes Island would extend between the spring of 1080 and spring of 1082. The latter 
date seems to be confirmed by igumen Daniel who, referring to the seasons of the year 
spent by Oleg on Rhodes Island, said: “first there were two summers, next two winters 


(И в TOMB островъ был Олег князь русский 2 л®т® i 2 34M6)”. These words of igu- 


'? J. SHEPARD, Why did the Russians attack Byzantium in 1043?, Byzantinisch-Neugriechischen Jahr- 
biicher 22 (1979), pp. 203-207. 


Э PYL, 6574, p. 111, where the Princes” assassin is termed “kotopan”, i.e. probably “katepano” a high 
rank official of the Byzantine provincial administration in the tenth-eleventh centuries. See A.N. JANNARIS, 
KATENAV© — Capitano — Captain, BZ 10 (1901), pp. 204-207; A. K(AZHDAN), Katepano, ODB, vol. 2, pp. 
1115-1116. Nonetheless, so far we do not know about the presence of a Byzantine official holding this 
function in Byzantine theme Klima, later Kherson, in the southern part of the Crimean Peninsula. See 
I. V. SOKOLOVA, Administratsiia Khersona v ІХ-ХІ vv. po dannym sfragistiki, Antichnaia drevnost’ i sred- 
nye veka 10 (1973), pp. 207-214; O. P(RITSAK), A. C(UTLER), Cherson, ODB, vol. 1, pp. 418-419; A. 
K(AZHDAN), Klima, ODB, vol. 2, p. 1133. 


" Miguel Ataliates Historia, Introducción, edición, traducción y comentario de I. PÉREZ MARTIN, Mad- 
rid 2002, p. 216, Il. 15-24. 


^ He was probably treated in the same way as the Serbian Prince Constantine Bodin of Zeta who was 
the leader of an uprising in Bulgaria in 1072. First he was held in a monastery in the capital city, and later 
deported to Syrian Antiochia. See He synecheia tes Chronographias tou Ібаппои Skylitsé (Ioannes Skylitzes 
continuatus), ed. E.Th. TSOLAKE, Thessaloniké 1968, p. 165, 11. 25-27; Letopis popa Dukljanina, ed. Е. 
ŚIŚIĆ, Beorad-Zagreb 1928, pp. 357-359. At that time the Byzantine law distinguished two kinds of exile: 

“ё®ор1сибс (exoria)” — i.e., banishment or deportation from the capital, and “лерюрюнос (periorismos)” — 

imprisonment in a set place. See H. EVERT-KAPPESOWA, Formy zeslania w panstwie bizantynskim, Harvard 
Ukrainian Studies (Okeanos: Essays Presented to Ihor Sevéenko on His Sixtieth Birthday by His Collegues 
and Students) 7 (1987), pp. 166-173; A. K(AZHDAN), Exile, ODB, vol. 2, p. 770. 


205 


Jarostaw Dudek 





men Daniel should not be regarded just as a literary device 0, In Old Rus’ literature, in 
particular the annual chronicles, the seasons of the year were often used for the purpose 
of precise dating of individual events". 

Oleg was freed from exile on Rhodes Island probably no sooner than the reign of 
Alexius I Comnenus (1081-1118), perhaps in 1082, if we accept a chronology of the 
Prince's captivity based on the account of the igumen Daniel. Oleg probably spent the 
remainder of his time in Byzantium in the circle of the new emperor, making attempts 
to gain support for his return to Tmutorokan. Although the court surely had an interest 
in the affairs of the peoples from the northern coasts of the Black Sea, the new auto- 
crat's response to Oleg's initial appeal could not have been positive at first. The Byzan- 
tine party undoubtedly intended to avoid deterioration of its relations with Vsevolod, 
the most powerful prince in Rus'. Moreover, between 1081 and 1083, Alexius's strug- 
gle with Robert Guiscard and his son Mark Boemund was at its peak. The Norman in- 
vaders, as a result of successive victories, managed to conquer vast areas of the western 
Balkans'5. Naturally, Oleg's return to Tmutorokan required participation of at least 
some military troops. Deported to Constantinople, in 1079 the Prince was deprived of 
the circle of his closest associates, constituting a “small druzhyna", who might have 
lost their lives there, just like his brother Roman did. Oleg swore to take revenge for 
this loss on the Khazar officials of Tmutorokan upon his return to this сну”. 

But other important motivations for Oleg's transfer to the Tmutorokan peninsula 
developed over time. First, there was the lack of stabilization in Tmutorokan and in its 
vicinity after 1079. Posadnik Ratibor, who ruled the city in the name of Prince Vsevo- 
lod, was banished in 1081 by two successive izgoys: David Igorevitch and Volodar 
Rostislavitch”. For the two Rurikides, establishing their rule over Tmutorokan was in a 
way a political “debut”. Still unsatisfied with their position and the state of their pos- 


в „Khozhdeniie” igumena Danila, ed. G.M. PROCHOROV, (in:) Pamiatniki literatury drevnei Rusi 
XII v., ed. L.D. DMITRIEV, D.S. LIKHACHEV, Moskva 1980, p. 30. 


ПЕ. GORANIN, Latopis kijowski 1159-1198, Acta Universitatis Wratislaviensis. Slavica Wratislavien- 
sia, No 840(40), Wroclaw 1994, pp. 22-23. Cf. D.S. LIKHACHEV, Poetika drevnerusskoi literatury, Moskva 
1979, pp. 258-259. 


* В. BUNEMANN, Robert Guiskard 1015-1085. Ein Normanne erobert Süditalien, Köln-Weimar-Wien 
1997, pp. 114-134; J. DUDEK, "Cala ziemia” dyrrachenska pod panowaniem bizantynskim w latach 1005- 
1205, Zielona Góra 1999, pp. 53-56. A separate investigation is needed of the issue of a possible marriage 
between Oleg and the Byzantine aristocrat Theofano Muzalon in this period. Oleg might have married 
Theofano before 1076, still during the life of his father, Prince Sviatoslav Jaroslavicz. See IANIN, Pechati 
Feofano Muzalon, pp. 76-79; A. KAZHDAN, Rus’ — Byzantine Princely Marriages in the Eleventh and 
Twelfth Centuries, Harvard Ukrainian Studies 12-13 (1988-1989), pp. 415-419; SHEPARD, Closer encoun- 
ters with the Byzantine World, p. 43. 


12 рут, 6586, 6591, pp. 133, 135. The destiny of members of Oleg's „small druzhyna" is indirectly 
confirmed by igumen Daniel, who does not inform us about any comrades of Oleg during his stay in captiv- 
ity on the isle of Rhodes. See „Khozhdeniie” igumena Danila, ed. G.M. PROCHOROV, p. 30. Typically the 
numerous state of such a "small druzhyna" changed, usually not exceeding a dozen or so people from the 
circle closest to the ruler. See T. WASILEWSKI, Studia nad skladem spolecznym wczesnosredniowiecznych 
sił zbrojnych na Rusi, (in:) Studia Wczesnośredniowieczne, vol. 4, Wroclaw-Warszawa 1958, p. 305; W. 
PELTZ, Wierność rycerska na Rusi, (in:) Etos rycerski w Europie Środkowej i Wschodniej do X do XV 
wieku, ed. W. PELTZ, J. DUDEK, Zielona Góra 1997, pp. 45-53. 


20 PVL, 6589, p. 135. 
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sessions, they planned to use Tmutorokan as the base of a struggle for their own dis- 
tricts in Rus'. In the eyes of the new ruler of the Empire, as well as in the opinion of 
Prince Vsevolod, they were new ambitious and aggressive trouble-makers who en- 
gaged themselves in a policy of provocation and were a threat to the meticulously re- 
built order in the basin of the Sea of Azov and the Black Sea?!. 

Secondly, the Pechenegs broke their treaty with Byzantium, and shortly after 1081, 
resumed their invasions. Their attacks were particularly dangerous during the cruel war 
against the Normans, and due to the continuous unrest provoked by Paulician commu- 
nities in Thrace””. As a result, a plan for the complete destruction of the Pechenegs of 
the Lower Danube gradually was conceived in the circle close to the emperor in the 
eighties of the eleventh century”. For its execution Alexius Comnenius would soon 
seek allies both in the Latin West and in the steppes of Eastern Europe. 

Under such circumstances, Oleg's return to Tmutorokan might have benefited 
Byzantium. The Prince's close ties with the Cuman khans, dangerous enemies of the 
Pechenegs, might have been very useful. A plan to conduct joint Byzantine-Cuman 
operations is yet evident about 1088, when Alexius I made his first attempt to destroy 
the Pechenegs”*. To a large extent he owed his final victory at the battle of Mount Le- 
bounion (29 April 1091) to auxiliary troops composed of Cumanian warriors under the 
command of two Khans, most probably Bonjak and Tugorkan. Both were among the 
most powerful Cumanian commanders at the turn of the twelfth century. Their camps 
were located on the eastern bank of the Dnieper; the lands of Bonjak were situated be- 
tween the Doniec and the Dnieper Rivers, i.e. on the path from Tmutorokan to Cher- 
nigov? ; 

Oleg, since 1083 in Tmutorokan, at that time might have acted as an intermediary in 
contacts with these allies who were so valuable for Byzantium. Both steppe rulers also 


?! It is probably for this reason that Oleg's return did not necessarily constitute a threat to the thus far 
friendly relations between Byzantium and Vsevolod. That he took power in Tmutorokan in 1083 might 
have resulted from a compromise made with the Kievan Prince. The Imperial court, probably immediately 
after Oleg's release from Rhodes negotiated this matter with Kiev. Due to this probable agreement Oleg did 
not undertake in 1083-1093 any offensive steps against Vsevolod and his sons. See M.D. PRISELKOV, 
Ocherki po tserkovno-politicheskoi istorii Kievskoi Rusi X-XI vv., Sankt Petersburg 1913, p. 152; M.V. 
LEVCHENKO, Ocherki po istorii russko-vizantiyskich otnoshenii, ed. M.N. TIKHOMIROV, Moskva 1956, 
p. 420. 


2 y A. ARUTIUNOVA, K voprosu o vzaimootnosheniiakh Vizantii s Pechenegami i Polovtsami vo vre- 
mia normanskoi kampanii, VV 33 (1972), pp. 115-119; P. DOIMI DE FRANKOPAN, A Victory of Gregory 
Pakourianos against the Pechenegs, Bsl. 62 (1996), 2, pp. 278-281. 


?! As a possible reflection of these feelings one might view rhetorics of the famous orator and man of 
letters, later the Archbishop of Bulgaria, Theophylaktos. In his text dated for 1088-1089 he called upon the 
emperor to completely destroy this barbaric community, which had been spreading destruction in the Euro- 
pean provinces of Byzantium. See Théophylacte d'Achrida discours, traités, poésies, ed. P. GAUTIER, Thes- 
salonique 1980, pp. 219-233, especially pp. 68-96. 


^ A. COMNENE, Alexiade (Régne de l'empereur Alexis I Comnéne 1081-1118), VIII 6 (quoted as 
Alex.), éd. B. LEIB, Paris 1943, vol. 2, p. 105, 1. 29-31, p. 106, П. 1-2. 


5 Alex., VII 4, vol. 2, p. 136, 11. 17-18. Among those who first identified the Cuman khans was V. 
VASILEVSKII, Vizantiia i Pechenegi (1048-1094), (in:) IDEM, Trudy, Sankt Petersburg 1908, p. 98. On the 
location of their encampments, see S.A. PLETNEVA, Polovetskayia zemliia, (in:) Drevneruskiie kniazhestva, 
Moskva 1975, pp. 272-274. 
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acted as Oleg’s allies in a war against Vladimir Monomakh and his followers fought in 
1094-1097. As Andrzej Poppe notes, the alliances and ties of friendship made by Oleg 
among the circles of Cumanian leaders were among his major advantages in contacts 
with Byzantium and the other Rurikids.”° 

The Byzantines finally managed to establish a new order in the steppes of the Black 
Sea. The Pechenegs were destroyed or permanently deprived of their political and mili- 
tary power; the Cumans became allies of the Empire, while Vsevolod and Oleg settled 
their disputes for a while. It was only later, ten years after Oleg’s return to Tmutorokan 
that the situation changed in many respects. First, on 13 April 1093 Prince Vsevolod 
died, and his son Vladimir Monomakh gave up Kiev, in what might have been consid- 
ered by his enemies as a sign of weakness. Secondly, some Cumanian Khans, for in- 
stance Togortak, supported the usurper Constantine Diogenes, pretender to the Imperial 
throne. Thirdly, from 1094 onwards relations between Byzantium and the Pereslav 
prince gradually deteriorated, reaching a climax when Monomakh threw his support to 
the next usurper from the Diogenides House.” At this time, namely in 1094, Oleg left 
Tmutorokan with hired troops, consisting mainly of his allies from the steppe. He went 
to the area beyond the Dnieper and again fought for his patrimonial heritage, until a 
congress of princes held at Lubetch confirmed his rights to reign in his own province in 
Rus’. 

In attempting to evaluate the consequences of Oleg’s several years spent in Byzan- 
tine captivity, we may conclude that, indeed, a period of intense activity represents one 
of the most important episodes of the Prince’s rich biography. Oleg must have learned 
that he could never have achieved what Mstislav and Rostislav did, without the acqui- 
escence of Byzantium. During the last dozen or so years of his life, he was closely 
connected with the territory of Chernigov, and he abandoned his previous asylum at the 
Sea of Azov; the confirmation of this observation is seen in the absence of any mention 
of Tmutorokan in sources from Old Rus’ after 1096. The Byzantine Empire for the 
entire century managed to maintain its domination of the northern coasts of the Black 
Sea”. This did not completely exclude later ties of Oleg and his heirs to Tmutorokan. 
Extant Byzantine accounts, however, refer to the entire region rather than this city in 
particular, whose importance seems to diminish in the eyes of the rulers of Constantin- 
ople, while Crimean cities seem to gain significance. Probably after 1097, the role of 


% A. POPPE, Oleg-Michal, SSS, vol. 3, Part 1, pp. 475-476. We know that one of the two spouses of 
Oleg was a daughter of the Cuman khan Ossoluk, but date of this marriage, just like in case of his other 
marriage, is impossible to determine. Because of his close political ties with the Cumans Oleg was strongly 
criticized in the Primary Chronicle. See PVL, p. 143. See N. DE BAUMGARTEN, Genealogies et mariages 
occidentaux des Rurikides russes du Х au XIII’ siécle, Roma 1927, Table IV.4. 


?' PVL, 6603, р. 148. See M. MATHIEU, Les faux Diogenes, Byz. 22 (1952), pp. 133-148; LITAVRIN, 
Rus’ i Vizantiia v XII veke, p. 43; IDEM, Vizantiia i Slaviane, p. 506; J.-C. CHEYNET, Grandeur et déca- 
dence des Diogenai, (in:) The Empire in Crisis (?). Byzantium in the Li” Century (1025-1081), ed. 
N. VLYSSIDOU, Athens 2003, p. 134; P. DOIMI DE FRANKOPAN, Unravelling the Alexiad: Who was 'Dev- 
genevich' of the Russian Primarly Chronicle and 'Pseudo-Diogenes' of the Greek sources?, BMGS 29 
(2005), pp. 147-166. 


? A.P. KAZHDAN, Vizantiiskii podatnoi sborshchik na beregakh Kimmeriyskogo Bosfora w konce 
XII v., (in:) Problemy obshchestvenno-politicheskoi istorii Rossi i slavianskikh stran. Sbornik statei k 70 
letiu akademika M.N. Tikhomirova, Moskva 1963, pp. 95-101. 
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Tmutorokan diminished greatly for both sides. For Oleg, this happened when he recov- 
ered his patrimonial heritage, while for Byzantium a decisive factor may have been 
closer ties with the stronger Galician-Volynian principality, which became a more 
valuable partner in the light of the continuous danger from inhabitants of the steppe. 


Translated by 
Jacek Serwanski 
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ВИЗАНТИЯ И РАЗВИТИЕ БОЛГАРСКОЙ СРЕДНЕВЕКОВОЙ 
ИСТОРИОГРАФИИ XI-XII BB. 


Во время византийского владычества на болгарских землях (XI-XII BB.) бол- 
гарская историческая мысль развивалась согласно наступившим переменам в 
статусе болгар и болгарских территорий. К этому времени относится большое 
число эсхатологических пророчеств на древнеболгарском языке, которые соста- 
влялись на основе исторических преданий об отечественном прошлом и произ- 
ведений византийской историко-апокалиптической книжности, которая распро- 
странялась тогда в Византии на низовом уровне. Заслуживает внимания факт, что 
эти тексты не имеют аналога в других православных славянских странах'. Время 
их появления оставило на них свой отпечаток. Стоит обратить внимание на факт, 
что в годы чужой политической власти болгарские книжники предпочитали жанр 
боговдохновенного пророчества в качестве основного способа исторического 
письма”. Своим выбором они выдвинули на передний план самую заметную 
черту средневекового историзма — эсхатологический пафос. 

Хронологически тексты обособляются в две основные группы. Первая состо- 
ит из сочинений, написанных на болгарской почве во второй половине Х] века. 
Это Видение Даниилово, Толкование Даниилово, Сказание Исаево, Откровение 
Мефодия Патарского и Болгарская апокрифная летопись. В конце XII века и в 
ХИ веке возникает вторая группа, которая включает в себя Солуньскую легенду, 
известную по таким рукописям, как “Слово Кирилла Философа как болгар крес- 


' И. БОЖИЛОВ, Българска средновековна историопис, (в:) Стара българска литература, т. Ш, 
Исторически съчинени, София 1983, с. 28-29; М. КАЙМАКАМОВА, Българска средновековна ucmo- 
puonuc, София 1990, с. 27-28; 48-51; 124-151; G. PODSKALSKY, Theologische Literatur des Mittelalters 
in Bulgarien und Serbien: 865-1459, München 2000, pp. 478-482; Б.Н. ФЛОРЯ, А.А. ТУРИЛОВ, С.А. HBA- 
НОВ, Судьбы Кирилло-Мефодиевской традиции после Кирилла и Мефодия, Санкт-Петербург 2000, 
с. 141; Д.И. Полывянный, Культурное своеобразие средневековой Болгарии в контексте византий- 
ско-славянской общности IX-XV веков, Иваново 2000, с. 116-129. 


? M. КАЙМАКАМОВА, Византия u историческата култура на българите през XI-XII e., ИПр, 5-6 
(2003), с. 6. 
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тил”, Видения пророка Даниила, Видение пророка Исайи о последних временах, 
Пандехово пророческое сказание, Сказание о Сивилле, Разумник-указ°. 

Объектом анализа с нашей стороны будут произведения первой группы, кото- 
рые отличаются значительно более богатым конкретным историческим материа- 
лом по болгарской истории в сравнении с текстами второй группы. Это позво- 
ляет создать более верное представление о характере и содержании болгарской 
исторической литературы в период византийского владычества. 

В этой связи следует коротко напомнить рукописную традицию текстов. Ви- 
дение Даниилово, Толкование Даниилово и Откровение Мефодия Патарского 
входили в состав Сборника попа Василия Драгола, составленный в Болгарии во 
второй половине ХШ в. Сказание Исаево известно по двум спискам, помещен- 
ным в сербских и болгарских сборниках соответственно конца ХУ и первой по- 
ловины ХХ в., а Болгарская апокрифная летопись известна по списку в руко- 
писном сборнике начала ХУП в. 


I. Место создания апокрифных летописей. 


Один из наиболее существенных вопросов в исследовании — это проблема 
центров, в которых создавались эти произведения. Данные о событиях и топо- 
нимика в их содержании относятся в основном к истории Средецкой области и 
части югозападных болгарских земель. Наряду с наиболее часто упоминаемым 
городом Средец (современная София) в них указываются еще Перник, Бояна, го- 
ра Витоша, Велбыжд, Овче поле, Ниш, Главиница, р. Брегалница, Струмица, 
Земен. Обязательно также упоминается и город Фесалоники (Солунь) как 
средоточие судьбоносных событий болгарской и византийской истории". С исто- 
риографической точки зрения примечателен факт, что авторы усиливают пред- 
ставление о значимости упомянутых городов и поселений, обогащая их харак- 
теристику элементами “священных городов”. Помимо этого в некоторых из 
произведений судьба болгар связана также с Римом, Цариградом и Афоном. 

Историко-географические сведения в древнеболгарских историко-апокалип- 
тических сочинениях, посредством которых подробнее раскрывается роль Сре- 
деца и Велбыжда (современный город Кюстендил) в истории болгар, позволяют с 
большей уверенностью ответить на поставленный вопрос. Вероятнее всего их 
создание было связано с книжной деятельностью в монастырях и церквях, 
принадлежащих к этим двум важным епископским центрам Охридской архи- 
епископии в XI-XII вв. 





3 В. ТЪПКОВА -ЗАИМОВА, A. МИЛТЕНОВА, Историко-апокалиптичната книжнина във Византия 
и в средновековна България, София 1996, с. 24-27. 


4 
ТЪПКОВА-ЗАИМОВА, МИЛТЕНОВА, Историко-апокалиптичната книжнина във Византия и в 
средновековна България, с. 27-31. 


> О значительной роли города см. А. KONZTANTAKOPOYAOY, Bulavrıvr) Oeooalovixn. Хођрос kai 
i060A0y (a, Глаууеуа 1996. 


6 m 
KAHMAKAMOBA, Византия u историческата култура на българите през XI-XII e., с. 5. 
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II. Композиция произведений. 


Изложение текстов состоит из трех основных частей. Во-первых, это всту- 
пительная часть, которая содержит формулу пророческого откровения. По ней 
старозаветные пророки Исайя и Даниил, посланные на землю возвестить боже- 
ственные истины о том, что будет происходить в “последние времена”, уполно- 
мочены Господом Богом раскрыть события, которые будут иметь место в бол- 
гарских землях в “последние дни” перед Вторым пришествием. Затем следует 
историческая часть, в которой выражается концепция авторов болгарской и чу- 
жой истории. В изложении материала составители руководствовались теорией о 
“четырех царствах”, развитой в книге пророка Даниила’. Следуя за ее фило- 
софией они включают Болгарское царство в историю последнего четвертого 
царства — Римской империи, а через это и в схему мировой истории. Их основной 
целью было формирование определенного представления о роли и месте болгар и 
их государства в “наднациональной” христианской империи. В этой второй части 
целостной композиции произведений повествование развивается на фоне библей- 
ского мотива бедствия, которое наступит с приходом измаилтян и появлением 
царя-избавителя (легендарного царя Михаила). В ней составители производят 
свои интерполяции к судьбам болгар и других народов и государств. 

Постепенно события переносятся на болгарскую территорию. В содержании 
даются сведения о событиях истории Первого болгарского царства и современ- 
ности авторов. За исключением автора Болгарской апокрифной летописи, ко- 
торый начинает повествование с поселения славян и болгар в Мизии и Малой 
Скифии в VI-VII вв., для авторов остальных произведений болгарская история 
начинается с крещения болгар и роли князя Бориса-Михаила как христианского 
владетеля. Следует переход к событиям, произошедшим во время правления его 
преемников — царя Симеона, царя Петра и царя Самуила. Конец исторического 
повествования во всех произведениях посвящен событиям, произошедшим в 
первой половине XI B., но подробнее рассказывается о самых значительных H3 
них. Это болгарское восстание против византийской власти во главе с внуком 
Самуила Петром Деляном 1040-1041 r., нападения печенегов на болгарские 
земли в 1048-1049 гг. и их поселение в окрестностях Средецкой области и в неко- 
торых других районах". 

Заключителная часть произведений организована в форме пророчества о 6y- 
дущем болгар. В ней описывается более подробно либо более кратко время 
Антихриста, Второе пришествие Спасителя и наступление “Царства божия”. 
Этой последней частью в композиции произведений авторы заканчивают рассказ 
о болгарской истории в контексте библейской модели. Исключением из этой 
общей картины является Болгарская апокрифная летопись, в которой эта финаль- 
ная часть отсутствует. Обратим внимание на эту особенность. Как и многие 


7 С. PODSKALSKY, Byzantinische Reichsideologie. Die Periodisirung der Weltgeschichte in der vier 
Grossreichen und dem Tausendjahrigen Friedensreiche. Eine motivgeschichtliche Untersuhung, München 
1972, pp. 16-39; 64-69; 99-100; TbrIKOBA-3AMMOBA, МИЛТЕНОВА, Дит. cou., с. 59-60. 


* КАЙМАКАМОВА, Българска средновековна историопис, 124-151; ТЪПКОВА-ЗАИМОВА, МИЛТЕ- 
НОВА, Дит. соч., 45-105. 
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другие хронисты, наш автор “откладывает” Второе пришествие Христа во Bpe- 
мени. Этим историографическим приемом он вероятнее всего стремился оста- 
вить открытой для будущего историю Болгарского царства и болгар”. 

Композиция древнеболгарских пророчеств дает основания для некоторых 
выводов. Становится очевидным, что в составлении текстов их авторы следуют 
определеной историографической схеме. В ней основное место занимает перио- 
дизация всемирной истории по царствам согласно концепции пророка Даниила. 
Руководствуясь ею, они применяют хронологический принцип в порядке исто- 
рических фактов в повествовании. Представление прошлого болгар как части 
истории „вечной” Римской империи роднит болгарские произведения с хрони- 
ками. Вышеуказанные существенные элементы в их композиции дают нам осно- 
вания определить этот род сочинений как апокрифные летописи. 

Из всего сказанного до сих пор следует обобщить, что в эпоху византийского 
владычества болгарская средневековая историография характеризуется специфи- 
ческим способом развития. Это своеобразие раскрывается еще лучше в истори- 
ческой концепции, выраженной в содержании отдельных произведений. 


Ш. Содержание болгарской исторической концепции 


Понимание болгарскими книжниками хода истории человечества хорошо 
видно во вступительной части Толкования Даниилова: “Как было установлено от 
Сотворения до конца, до пришествия Антихриста, так царствовали на земле и так 
оно и сбудится... Ибо Богом были возложены венцы на семерых царей и им было 
указано, среди которых (людей) находятся их места и царствия: первым из них 
был Сенил среди ассирийцев; вторым - Аварак в Риме; третим — Новоходуносор 
в Вавилоне; четвертым — Кир среди персов; пятым — Александр среди греков; 
шестым — Ромул в Риме; седьмым — Константин в Цариграде. И когда наступит 
начало зла для всего мира, воздвигнется Михаил, каган болгар”. 

Олицетворение “великих царств” с образами их владетелей иллюстрирует то 
обстоятельство, что авторы ставили себе основной целью раскрыть роль послед- 
них в мировой истории. Это становится ясным уже по заглавиям произведений, 
где тема царей выведена на первый план: “Видение пророка Даниила о царях и O 
последних днях, и о конце мира”, “Сказание святого пророка Исайи о будущих 
годах и о царях и об Антихристе, который придет”, “Истинное наставление 
Святого Мефодия, епископа Патарского, о царях и о последних днях и годах” 
(Откровение Мефодия Патарского), “Сказание пророка Исайи как был вознесен 
Ангелом до седьмого неба” (Болгарская апокрифная летопись)". 

Основная задача авторов — утвердить в сознании обыкновенных болгар идею 
святости и божественности власти. Она особенно сильно выражена в Толковании 
Данииловом, где говорится: “...Ибо все эти вещи Господь bor в облаке ночью 





? M. КАЙМАКАМОВА, Историографската стойност на „Български апокрифен летопис”, (B:) 
Civitas Divino-Humana в чест на професор Георги Бакалов, София 2004, с. 417-441. 


ы ТЪПКОВА-ЗАИМОВА, МИЛТЕНОВА, Цит. соч., с. 125-126; КАЙМАКАМОВА, Византия u ucmo- 
рическата култура на българите през ХІ-ХІІ e., c. 7. 


!! ТЪПКОВА-ЗАИМОВА, МИЛТЕНОВА, Дит. cou., c. 118, 125, 150, 167, 195. 
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Даниилу доверил. А он писал при звезде, ибо звезда эта, восходя и перелетая с 
Востока на Запад, чертила славой достоинство царей” ". Предметом толкования 
является благочестие либо неблагочестие земных владетелей, которое определяет 
развязку событий в истории человечества. 

Эта идея ясно выражена в Видении Данииловом. В нем объектом толкования 
являются действия византийских императоров-иконоборцев: Льва Ш Исавра 
(717-741) и Константина У (741-775), ссылка патриарха Германа (715-730) и др. 
По мнению автора, священство, т.е. Церковь, — единственный посредник между 
Царем Небесным и людьми, а земные владыки очень часто ассоциируются с 
насилием >. 

Далее в том же тексте Византия названа “Римским царством”. В повество- 
вании рассказываются и толкуются события времени Карла Великого (768-814), 
императора Никифора [ Геника (801-811), погибшего в Болгарии, болгарского 
царя Самуила и его сына царя Гавриила Радомира, правившего страной всего 
год. Стоит обратить внимание на факт, что византийский василевс определяется 
как “царь греков”. Рассказом об этих событиях внушается мысль, что греческие 
цари могут уступать свою вселенскую ответственность царям других “великих” 
народов”. Эта идея в свою очередь корреспондирует с идеей translatio imperii, 
которая поддерживала иллюзию о непрерывности существования Римской импе- 
рии. В этой связи необходимо напомнить, что на ее основе в западноевропейских 
хрониках, историях и владетельных списках преемники Карла Великого объявля- 
лись римскими императорами под соответствующим номером >. 

В рассматриваемых нами текстах отдельные государи также упоминаются под 
порядковыми номерами. Очень характерный пример — начало Сказания Исаева: 
“Воздвигнется тридцать седмой царь по имени Гордие и по кличке Чигочин. И в 
году царя Чигочина выйдет тридцать восьмой царь из-за захода солнца, из-за Са- 
ровой земли, по имени Гаген и по кличке Одолян”°. Здесь опять под “Саровой 
землей” подразумевается Византия, а в образе царя Гордие контаминируются две 
личности. Это — император Михаил IV Пафлагон (1034-1041), принявший уча- 
стие в подавлении восстания болгар против византийской власти 1040-1041 гг., и 
норманский вождь Гаральд Гардрад, который вместе со своей дружиной был 
частью императорской гвардии и также участвовал в действиях против восстав- 
ших болгар. Царь Гаген узнается в Петре Деляне — руководителе восстания. 


!2 ТЪПКОВА-ЗАИМОВА, МИЛТЕНОВА, Дит. cou., с. 128. 


? ТЪПКОВА-ЗАИМОВА, МИЛТЕНОВА, Дит. cou., с. 118, 128; КАЙМАКАМОВА, Византия и исто- 
рическата култура на българите през XI-XII e., с. 8. 


^ КАЙМАКАМОВА, Византия и историческата култура на българите през XI-XII e., с. 8-9. 


> М. БАРГ, Эпохи и идеи. Становление историзма, Москва 1987, с. 194; К. КЛАПИШ-ЗУБЕР, Om 
священной истории к наглядному изображению генеалогии в Х-ХШ веках, (в:) Одиссей. Человек в 
истории. Слово и образ в средневековой культуре, Москва 2002, с. 200-227. 


'6 ТЪПКОВА-ЗАИМОВА, МИЛТЕНОВА, Цит. cou., с. 155. 


IT KAHMAKAMOBA, Българска средновековна ucmopuonuc, с. 124-151; ТЪПКОВА-ЗАИМОВА, МИЛ- 
ТЕНОВА, Цит. соч., с. 109-206. 
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В духе эпохи усиление болгарского самосознания достигается на нескольких 
линиях. В апокрифных летописях очень заметно стремление авторов связать 
воедино православное с этническим самосознанием болгар. Ссылаясь на исто- 
рию, они находят способ затушевать антагонизм болгар и греков. Народный 
патриотизм питался посредством пробуждения политического мышления болгар. 
В качестве отражения свершений болгарских государей в сознании народа силь- 
но крепла династическая идея. Благодаря ей усиливался процесс осознания бол- 
гарского этнического фактора как политического. В текстах актуализируются 
религиозные аспекты болгарской государственной идеологии конца [Х-Х вв.” 

В обобщенном виде эти идейные акценты в болгарской исторической кон- 
цепции особенно хорошо выступают в Болгарской апокрифной летописи, кото- 
рая представляет собой наиболее авторитетное болгарское историческое сочине- 
ние эпохи византийского владычества”. Она была составлена вероятнее всего B 
последней четверти XI в.” 

В начальной части ее автор рассказывает от имени пророка Исайи: “Исаия, 
возлюбленный мною пророче, отправляйся на запад, к самым верхним странам 
Рима, отлучи третью часть KyMaHOB, званых болгарами и засели Карвунскую 
землю, опустевшую от римлян и греков. ... И заселил я Карвунскую землю, на- 
званную Болгарской; она опустела от елинов сто тридцать лет uasan.” По 
мнению автора, болгары — прямые преемники “римского” и “эллинского” 
наследия. Путем исторической ретроспекции неизвестный болгарский книжник 
выдает болгар за наследников античной культурной традиции наравне с их со- 
временниками-греками”. 

Одна из наиболее примечательных характеристик идейного содержания “апо- 
крифных” летописей, которая отличает их от произведений официальной болгар- 
ской историографии предыдущего периода, — это связывание в единое целое 
“болгарской земли” и “греческой земли”, мотив перехода власти от византийских 
к болгарским владетелям и наоборот, причем государи обеих стран называются 
общим титулом “цари”. Примирение между Болгарией и Византией и вырав- 
нивание их позиций в качестве основных сил на Православном Востоке является 
новой тенденцией в идейном осмыслении, характерном для всех историко- 





i: Д. АНГЕЛОВ, Българинът в Средновековието. (Светоглед, идеология, душевност), Варна 1985, 
с. 281-288; С.А. ИВАНОВ, К вопросу об элементах этнополитического сознания в “Болгарской 
апокрифической летописи”, (в:) Studia Balcanica 20. Раннефеодальные славянские государства и 
народности (проблемы идеологии и культуры), София 1991, с. 132-133. 


? КАЙМАКАМОВА, Византия и историческата култура на българите през ХІ-ХІІ e., с. 9-11. 


2 Божилов, Цит. соч., с. 29; ИВАНОВ, Цит. соч., с. 132; КАЙМАКАМОВА, Историографската 
стойност на „Български апокрифен летопис", с. 417-441; В. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, Апология на Средновеко- 
вието, София 2004, с. 80-81. 


?! КАЙМАКАМОВА, Историографската стойност на ,, Български апокрифен летопис”, c. 418. 


? Й. ИВАНОВ, Богомилски книги и легенди, (фототипно издание) София 1979, с. 281; ТЪПКОВА- 
3AHMOBA, МИЛТЕНОВА, Llum. cou., с. 199. 


© KAHMAKAMOBA, Историографската стойност на „Български апокрифен летопис”, с. 427. 
% ИВАНОВ, Дит. соч., 284; ТЪПКОВА-ЗАИМОВА, МИЛТЕНОВА, Цит. cou., c. 196, 200. 
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эсхатологических сочинений, созданных в Болгарии во второй половине XI p. 
Анонимные авторы представляли HX как две части одного тела — “наднациональ- 
ной” христианской империи. Противоборство между ними представлено как 
минувший этап и книжники придают совершенно новое направление роли обеих 
сил в христианской империи — они должны быть хранителями Православия. Эта 
идея B XIII-XIV вв. находит активное развитие в историко-апокалиптических 
сочинениях, а также в некоторых других памятниках древнеболгарской лите- 
ратуры®. 

Каковы основные проявления этого в содержании текстов? Этот новый идей- 
ный акцент раскрывается яснее всего опять-таки в Болгарской апокрифной лето- 
писи. В этом историческом сочинении он заявлен впервые в рассказе о болгар- 
ском царе Петре, титул которого был официально признан Византией в 927 г. 
Автор называет его правителем болгар и греков: “И после его смерти (царя 
Симеона — пр.а.) болгарское царство снова было принято его сыном Петром и 
был он царем над болгарами, да еще и над греками”? 

Потом идея об общей миссии Болгарии и Византии как ревнительниц Пра- 
вославия развивается на более высоком религиозно-политическом уровне путем 
вплетения в повествование легенды о царе Константине и его матери Елене. Она 
позволяет автору связать в единое целое судьбу Константина Великого, 
императора Константина УП Порфирогенета и болгарского царя Петра: “И тогда 
в годы святого Петра, царя болгарского нашел женщину-вдову, молодую и 
мудрую и весьма праведную в Болгарской земле по имени Елена. И родила она 
Константина царя, мужа святого и праведного. Он прочее был сыном Констан- 
тина Зелени и матери Елены. Этот Константин, названный Багрянородный, был 
римским царем и из-за зависти его мать Елена бежала от римских эллинов в 
город Визу, так как была непраздна и там родила царя Константина... Любили 
друг друга царь Петр и царь Константин”. 

Далее в тексте видение автора касательно роли и места Болгарии и Византии в 
качестве православных государств обогащается новыми аргументами. Он пред- 
ставляет часть византийских императоров второй половины Х - первой половины 
XI вв. — Никифора Фоку (963-969), Василия II (976-1025) и Романа Аргира (1028- 
1034) как болгарских царей. Интерес вызывает факт, что аноним совмещает пра- 
вление императоров Василия П и Романа Аргира с управлением югозападными 
болгарскими территориями братьями комитопулами во главе с Самуилом и его 
наследниками после 971 г. Все они упомянуты с титулом “царь”. Достоин вни- 
мания также тот факт, что византийские императоры представлены как 


ы ИВАНОВ, Дит. соч., c. 275, 286; Ив. ДУЙЧЕВ, Едно легендарно сведение за Аспарух, (B:) Ив. 
ДУЙЧЕВ, Българско Средновековие, София 1972, c. 128. КАЙМАКАМОВА, Българска средновековна 
ucmopuonuc, c. 49-50, 129; ТЪПКОВА-ЗАИМОВА, МИЛТЕНОВА Дит. cou., c. 197-198. 


? КАЙМАКАМОВА, Византия и историческата култура на българите през XI-XII e., c. 12-13; 
ТАЖЕ, Историографската стойност на „Български апокрифен летопис”, с. 436-437. 


? ИВАНОВ, Цит. cou., с. 284; ТЪПКОВА-ЗАИМОВА, МИЛТЕНОВА, Цит. cou., с. 196, 200. 
28 Там же. 
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основатели городов и ”строители великих монастырей в болгарской и греческой 
земле”. 

Переход царской власти от царя Петра к императорам Македонской династии 
не является плодом фантазии болгарского автора. Вероятно у него было какое-то 
смутное представление о реальных родственных связях болгарской царской 
династии с византийской императорской династией вследствие брака царя Петра 
и внучки императора Романа Лакапина — Марии в 927 г., которая получила имя 
Ирина в честь заключенного между Болгарией и Византией мира? 

Мотивом перехода власти от болгарских к византийским государям и обратно 
как в Болгарской апокрифной летописи, так и в остальных исторических произ- 
ведениях, внушается идея о непрерывности болгарской государственной тради- 
ции. Очевидно, что болгарский патриотизм красной нитью пронизывает насквозь 
сюжет произведений. Его утверждение в сознании болгарского народа достига- 
ется на основе православного патриотизма, а христианский мессианизм стано- 
BHTCA его существенным проявлением?'. По нашему мнению, сила этих HCTODHKO- 
апокалиптических произведений не столько в достоверности исторических дан- 
ных, сколько в их осмыслении сообразно с нуждами реальной исторической 
действителности. 

Надо отметить, что формирование болгарской исторической концепции не 
осуществлялось в изоляции от общей идейной направленности в развитии ви- 
зантийского общества во второй половине XI-XII вв. Тогда Византия выдвига- 
ется как блюстительница православия”. Наиболее красноречивым подтвержде- 
нием этой ее функции является появление определения “ортодоксос” в титуле 
византийского императора в период между 1054 и 1081 гг. до воцарения Алексия 
I Комнина (1081-1118). Поэтому и новые идеи в византийском ойкуменизме 
связаны прежде всего с сочетанием ортодоксального сознания с этническим 
самосознанием. Они усиливаются во время правления Комниных?“. Сведения в 
болгарских сочинениях показывают, что эти новые идеи в византийском мире 
рефлектируют определенным образом также в болгарском историко-летописном 
творчестве того времени. 


? ИВАНОВ, Дит. cou., с. 286; ТЪПКОВА-ЗАИМОВА, МИЛТЕНОВА, Цит. cou., c. 201-202. 


i Theophanes Continuatus, Вес. I. BEKKERUS, Bonnae 1938, p. 415; срв: Г. JIHTABPHH, Констан- 
тин Багрянородный o Болгарии u болгарах, (в:) Сборник в чест Ha акад. Д. Ангелов, София 1994, 
с. 30-37; В. ВАЧКОВА, Въображаеми и реални граници в ранносредновековна Европа, София 2001, 
с. 176-177. 


*! M. КАЙМАКАМОВА, Историографската стойност na „Български апокрифен nemonuc”, 
с. 418-419. 


?' Г. БАКАЛОВ, Ролята на византийската ойкуменическа доктрина в политическия живот на 
Московска Русия, ИПр, 5 (1980), с. 82-83. 

* Fr. MIKLOSICH-MÜLLER, Acta et diplomata graeca medii aevi sacra et profana, V ,10,VI, 23, Vindo- 
bonae 1860-1890; БАКАЛОВ, Цит. cou., c. 83. 

9 Н. AHRWEILER, L'Idéologie politique de L'Empire byzantin, Paris 1975, pp. 60-65; Г. ЛИТАВРИН, 
Политическая теория в Византии c середины VII до начала XIII e., (в:) Культура Византии вторая 
половина VII-XII B., Москва 1989, c. 82-84; Г. БАКАЛОВ, Византия. Лекционен курс, София 2006, 
с. 306-309; 304-306; А.Р. KAZHDAN, А. WHARTON EPSTEIN, Change т Byzantine Culture т the Eleventh 


and Twelfth Centuries, Berkeley 1985 (болг. перевод: Византийската култура XI-XII e. Промени u 
тенденции, София 2001, с. 123-137). 
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ТУ. Авторы болгарских апокрифных летописей и их источники 


Вероятнее всего апокрифные летописи были делом болгарского духовенства — 
священников, дьяконов, грамматиков, которые после 1018 г. занимали нисшие 
чины в церковном управлении Средецкой, Велбыждской или других епархий 
Охридской архиепископии. По своим идейным убеждениям это были орто- 
доксы??. Уже утвердилось мнение, что в отличие от богомилов, которые напра- 
вляли свою критику одновременно и на Церковь, и на государство, анонимные 
книжники демонстрируют свою лояльность по отношению к любой власти, так 
как она следует сакральной традиции, восходящей к Священному писанию?. 
Болгарские монахи располагали определеным книжным фондом, на основе кото- 
рого составляли свои сочинения. Как на важные для них источники можно ука- 
зать на переведенные еще в епоху царя Симеона с греческого на древнеболгар- 
ский эсхатологические пророчества: Видение Даниилово, Откровение Мефодия 
Патарского, Слово о Втором пришествии Ефрема Сирина, Толкования Ипполита 
Римского, Откровение Иоанна Богослова, Книги пророка Даниила?” В текстах 
видны ясные следы также современных им византийских историко-апокалипти- 
ческих сочинений, которые уже были переведены и распространены в “низовой” 
византийской и древнеболгарской книжности. В кругу этих апокрифных произ- 
ведений были еще Житие Андрея Юродивого, Видение Исаево, Видение Вару- 
хово, Повесть о крестном древе, легенда о царе Константине и царице Елене и 
ap. Есть также конкретные данные об использовании недошедших до Hac более 
старых болгарских исторических сочинений и устных преданий, распростра- 
ненных в то время. Это хорошо видно на примере исторического изложения 
Болгарского апокрифа”. 


У. Отношение Византии к болгарской государственной и культурной 
традиции 


Представленное выше достаточно убедительное обозрение болгарской исто- 
риграфии эпохи византийского владычества вызывает размышления о действи- 
тельном отношении Византии к болгарской государственной и культурной 
традиции. Очевидно, что Восточная империя не препятствовала созданию 
литературных произведений на древнеболгарском языке в период своего влады- 
чества над болгарами в XI-XII вв. Значительное количество текстов показывает, 
что как население других граничных зон Византии того времени, так и болгары 


? КАЙМАКАМОВА, Византия и историческата култура на българите, с. 13-14 
36 ТЪПКОВА-ЗАИМОВА, МИЛТЕНОВА, Дит. соч. с. 34-35. 

37 Там же, с. 24 

38 Там же, с. 31-32. 


ИВАНОВ, Цит. cou., с. 275-276; ДУЙЧЕВ, Дит. соч., c. 128; КАЙМАКАМОВА, Българска средно- 
вековна ucmopuonuc, с. 49, 125; ТЪПКОВА-ЗАИМОВА, МИЛТЕНОВА, Цит. cou., с. 24, 31-35. 


© Г. ЛИТАВРИН, България-Византия (ХІ-ХІІ в.), София 1987, с. 252-265; Д. ОБОЛЕНСКИ, Busan- 
тийската общност. Източна Европа 500-1453, София 2001, с. 279-291; ФЛОРЯ, ТУРИЛОВ, ИВАНОВ, 
Цит. cou., с. 82-162; ПОЛЫВЯННЫЙ, Цит. cou., с. 123-124. 
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старательно поддерживали свою этническую идентичность". Следовательно, 
можно обобщить, что целью идеологической программы Византии не было 
уничтожение этнополитического сознания болгар, а преодоление антагонизма, 
наслоившегося между ними и ромеями в течение долгих лет. Империя не пошла 
в ‘крестовый поход” против болгарского культурного наследия, а превратила его 
в важное средство своей идеологической программы. То, что это была хорошо 
продуманная деятельность, видно по грамотам императора Василия П, изданным 
между 1019 и 1025 годами. В них отсутствует характерная спесь, свойственная 
его предшественникам. В грамотах императора Василия П она заменена благо- 
дарностью Богу за “присоединение Болгарского царства к Ромейской империи в 
одну упряжь” . Стремление к смягчению антагонизма между болгарами и po- 
меями находит выражение и во второй грамоте упомянутого императора. В ней 
OH признает, что: “хотя мы и стали государем этой страны [Болгарии], мы оста- 
вили нетронутыми ее права, подтвердив их нашими хрисовулами и грамотами” ) 
Очевидно, что Василий Болгароубийца снова подхватывает идею о том, что 
болгары и византийцы — это две части единого Христова народа, которая была 
впервые развита патриархом Фотием, а вслед за ним и патриархом Николаем 
Мистиком . 

Опасения возобновления борьбы болгар против Византии и угроза сепара- 
тизма заставили императора стоять “здраво на земле” и уважать болгарскую го- 
сударственную традицию, чтобы не давать какого-либо повода для бунтов и 
мятежей против византийской власти. 

Другой важный источник, по которому можно судить о целях идеологической 
программы Византии относительно болгарского народа, – это житийное твор- 
чество архиепископа Феофилакта Охридского (1089-1125/6)?. Содержание ero 
двух произведений, посвященных Святому Клименту Охридскому и Пятнадцати 
Тивериупольским мученикам, отличается исключительно насыщенным расска- 


*! D. ANGELOV, Die bulgarischen Länder und das bulgarische Volk in den Grenzen des Byzantinischen 
Reiches im XI-XII. Jahrhundert (1018-1185), (in:) Proceedings of the XIII" International Congress of Byz- 
antine Studies. London 1967, pp. 149-166; KAZHDAN, WHARTON EPSTEIN, Change in Byzantine Culture 
(болг. перевод: Византийската култура XI-XII e., c. 193-195). 


42 Й. ИВАНОВ, Български старини из Македония, София 1931, с. 564-566; срв. новое издание (в:) 
ГИБИ, VI, с. 42-48; В. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, Византийската империя и Българското царство в бран и мир, (B:) 
Архив за средновековна философия и култура. Свитък II, София 1995, с. 60-68. 


“ ИВАНОВ, Български старини..., с. 565. Особый интерес в этом контексте представляют также 
добавления, сделанные епископом Михаилом Деволским в 1118 г. к произведению Иоанна Склицы 
„Исторический свод” cp. В. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, Извори за средновековната история на България (VII-XV в.) 
в австрийските ръкописни сбирки и архиви, София 1994, № 15, с. 49-50, 56. 


“ PHOTII PATRIARCHAE, Encyclica, epistolae ad archiepiscopales thronsos per Orientem obtinentes, — 
PG, 102, 1860, coll. 585-989 = ГИБИ, IV, p. 99. Nicolaus Patriarcha Constantinopolitanus, Epistolae, — 
PG, 111, 1863, coll. 9-392 = ГИБИ, 4, .223; II. АНГЕЛОВ, България u българите в представите na 
византийците, София 1999, c. 91-96. 


4 D. OBOLENSKY, Theophylaktos of Ohrid and the Authorship of the Life of St. Clement, (in:) 
Byzantium. Tribute to Andreas N. Stratos, vol. II, Athina 1986, pp. 601-618; IDEM, Six Byzantine Portraits. 
2. Theophylact of Ohrid, Oxford 1988, pp. 34-82. 
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зом о болгарской истории УП-Х BB. Ero труды — важное доказательство того, 
что как в начале византийского владычества, так и позднее его идеологи имели 
целью укрепление византийской власти среди болгар. Они делали очень боль- 
шую ставку на функции истории как средства пропаганды для утверждения 
православного сознания. Феофилакт Охридский даже напрямую идентифицирует 
себя с болгарами в своем заявлении: “Климент передал нам, болгарам, все, что 
касается Церкви и чем прославляется память bora"" На основании истори- 
ческого рассказа о христианском “преображении” болгар Феофилакт Охридский 
развивает идею, что крещение сблизило болгар с ромеями“. 


УТ. Зачем создавались апокрифные летописи? 


В качестве причины появления древнеболгарских пророчеств в XI-XII BB. B 
литературе указывается приближение наступления 1092 r., т.е. 6600 от сотво- 
рения мира, который христианская мистика связывала с концом света. В качестве 
другой причины указывается дух безысходности, который овладел болгарами 
после периода восстаний и общей борьбы болгар и греков против номадов”. 
Здесь мы обратим внимание еще на одну конкретную существенную причину, 
которая глубоко затрагивала не только судьбу болгар как христианского народа, 
но также греков в рамках Византийской империи. Это разрастание павликянской 
и богомилской ересей как в болгарских землях, так и в других областях 
тогдашней империи, даже в столице — Константинополе”. Во второй половине 
XI в. богомилство уже пустило глубокие корни в Македонии, а население B 
областях Средеца и Ниша в 1078 г. было подстрекаемо павликянами восстать 
против византийской власти. 

По нашему мнению, создание болгарских апокрифных летописей во второй 
половине XI в. является одним из проявлений борьбы идей, которую вела Охрид- 
ская архиепископия за спасение своей паствы от заразы ересей. Официальным 
выражением этой заботы становится мысль Феофилакта Охридского, выражен- 
ная как наставление покровителю — Святому Клименту Охридскому: „Присма- 
тривай отныне за своим наследием, ибо теперь у тебя сила больше и крепче чем 


46 

Срв. ГИБИ, IX, част П. Житие на Климент Охридски, Мъченичеството на 15- Тивериуполски 
мъченици, писма, стихотворение, посветено на Никифор Вриений, част от обяснението към 
писмото на ап. Павел до римляните, подготвени от Илия Г. Илиев, с. 23-37; 62-70. 


* Житие на Климент Охридски, 66, ГИБИ, ІХ/2, с. 35. И. ИЛИЕВ, Теофилакт Охридски, 
Архиепископ Български, История 1, 1996, с. 28-33. 


“8 Мъченичество на 15-те Тивериуполски мъченици, 34-35, ГИБИ, IX/2, c. 67-68; Ив. СНЕГАРОВ, 
История на Охридската архиепископия от основаването й до завладяването на Балканския полу- 
остров от турците, Т. I, София 1924, 52, с. 198-204, 220-225, 268-274; ОБОЛЕНСКИ, Византийската 
общност, с. 288-290; ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, Византийската империя и Българското царство, с. 81-82; С. 
PODSKALSKY, Theophylaktos уоп Achrida als Exeget іп der Slavischen Orthodoxie, Studi sull'Oriente 
Cristiano 2, 1998, p. 81; ФЛОРЯ, ТУРИЛОВ, ИВАНОВ, Дит. соч., c. 28-32, 46-81; ПОЛЫВЯННЫЙ, Дит. 
cou., c. 95-104. 


© ТЪПКОВА-ЗАИМОВА, МИЛТЕНОВА, Цит. соч., с. 16; ИВАНОВ, К вопросу об элементах, с. 135. 


* Jl. АНГЕЛОВ, Богомилството в България, София 1969, с. 356-357, 395; Д. ОБОЛЕНСКИ, Bozo- 
милите. Студия върху балканското новоманихейство, София 1998, с. 123-158. 
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раньше, когда ты был в живых. Изгони погибельную ересь, которая загорелась 
как болезнь заразная среди отары твоей и убивает и разгоняет овец из отары 
твоей, которую ты собрал, святой и преподобный пастуше””!. Наверное, схожие 
функции исполняло также греческое житие Св. Ивана Рилского, составленое 
Георгием Скилицей, который был назначен управителем Средеца в период 
между 1166 и 1173 rr.” Ha низовом уровне болгарские апокрифные летописи HC- 
полняли ту же самую идеологическую функцию. Это объясняет факт возникно- 
вения значительного числа произведений на историческую тему за сравнительно 
короткий период. 

В заключение можно подчеркнуть, что превращение последнего столичного 
центра Болгарского царства – города Охрида — в церковный центр первой вели- 
чины в период византийского владычества в Болгарии”? становится одним из 
наиболее существенных факторов продолжения болгаро-византийского культур- 
ного синтеза. Время сохранило одни из самых значительных его проявлений в 
XI-XII вв. На официальном, институциональном уровне они были связаны C CO- 
ставлением житий болгарских святых византийскими агиографами, с превраще- 
нием болгарского святого Климента Охридского в покровителя Охридской 
архиепископии наряду с раннехристианскими Тивериупольскими мучениками, 
чьи мощи в [Х в. были перенесены на р. Брагалницу. Эти проявления были 
плодом деятельности Феофилакта Охридского и Георгия Скилицы. На низовом 
уровне болгаро-византийский культурный синтез нашел проявление в развитии 
исторической культуры болгар, выраженной в составлении апокрифных лето- 
писей и других историко-апокалиптических сочинений. 





?! Житие на Климент Охридски, 80, ГИБИ, IX/2, с. 41. 


? Ив. БОЖИЛОВ, Българските светци във византийската агиография, (в:) Седем етюда по 
средновековна история, София 1995, с. 337-340, 343-347. 


53 CHETAPOB, История на Охридската архиепископия, с. 82-87; История на България в три 
тома, T. I, Ив. БОЖИЛОВ, B. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, История на средновековна България, София 1999, с. 365-378. 
C. ПИРИВАТРИЧ, Самуиловата държава, София 2000, с. 196-197; Флоря, ТУРИЛОВ, ИВАНОВ, Цит. 
cou., C. 23-24. 
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EMPEROR MANUEL COMNENOS AND THE HUNGARIAN KINGDOM 


1. Regional and dynastic relations 


The Hungarian Kingdom was situated in the Carpathian Basin, and as a result, from 
the foundation of the kingdom it had connections with Byzantium. To be precise Hun- 
gary was situated between two Christian empires!, thus it was always necessary to give 
attention to the political situation in the region. 

Manuel Comnenos, Emperor of the Byzantine Empire (1143-1180), the third ruler 
of his dynasty, was the closest relative of the Hungarian Árpáds. His mother was the 
daughter of the Hungarian King Ladislaus I (1077-1095). With his military expeditions 
beginning in 1091, Ladislaus I had darkened the Hungarian relationship with the By- 
zantine Emperor Alexios Comnenos (1081- 1118)". Slavonia and Croatia which had 
belonged before to Byzantium were conquered by Ladislaus I. In that same year the 
attack of the Cumans, as it is interpreted by Moravcsik”, can be brought into connec- 
tion with the Byzantines. Only about a decade later did the Hungarian-Byzantine rela- 
tionship finally become friendly through the marriage of the Emperor's son Ioannes 
Comnenos with the daughter of Ladislaus. They became the reigning couple from 
1118. The new alliance with Byzantium was the result of the politics of the next Hun- 
garian King, Koloman. By his diplomacy Ioannes was married to Ladislaus's daughter. 
She is named in the Hungarian sources as Prisca (Pyrisk), in Byzantium she received a 
new name: Eiréné”. In spite of this close relationship, there were many wars on the 


' G. MORAVCSIK, Bizänc és а magyarság, Budapest 2003? (in english: Byzantium and the Magyars, 
Budapest 1970); I. KAPITÁNFFY, Hungaro-Byzantina, Budapest 2003; F. MAKK, A turulmadártól s kettós- 
keresztig [From the Turul-Bird to the Patriarchal-Cross], Szeged 1998. pp. 215-235; M. FONT, A keresz- 
tény nagyhatalmak vonzásában [On the Field of Influence of two Christian Empire], Budapest, 2005. 


? SRH I, p. 406 (cap. 132), p. 412 (cap. 137); MAKK, A turulmadärtöl, pp. 163-175. 
* MORAVCSIK, Bizánc és a magyarság, p. 71; KAPITÁNFFY, Hungaro-Byzantina, p. 166-169. 


* SRH I, p. 439 (cap. 149); Az Árpád-kori magyar történet bizánci forrásai, (&MTBF), [The Byzantine 
Sources of the Hungarian History under the Ruling of Árpáds], transl. and ed. Бу С. MORAVCSIK, Budapest 
1988. pp. 113-121 (Vita Irenae), p. 302 (Theodorus Scutariota). 


Márta Font 


Hungarian-Byzantine border in the years 1127-1129, 1149-1155, 1162-1167. The three 
last events are in connection with Manuel's activity. 

In Hungary, two years before Manuel Comnenos came to the throne, the reign of 
Géza II (1141-1162) began. For the young Hungarian King his largest problem was the 
pretender Boris, who was the son of King Koloman and his Kievan wife. This marriage 
had been broken and the queen was sent back to Kiev to her relatives”. Boris was born 
in Kiev and in the 1130s wanted to be accepted as the Hungarian king. As Géza II be- 
came the ruler, Boris repeated his aim again. Boris did not have any doubts that he 
could only reach his aims through outside support. In this case the western neighbour 
of Hungary (Henry Jasomirgott, Duke of Austria) supported him. Boris occupied the 
fortress of Posonium at the western border but could keep it only for a short time. To- 
gether with the crusading army of Louis VII he went to Byzantium where he married a 
woman from the aristocracy who was a relative of the Imperial family. Géza married 
from the Kievan dynasty a relative of Boris, the sister of the Kievan Grand Duke. Boris 
did not get any support either from Kiev or from Byzantium’. 

In medieval dynastic policy marriage had an important role in political alliances. 
The abovementioned Kievan contact for King Géza II had serious consequences which 
led to many campaigns in the Grand Duke's interest. On the other hand, for King Géza 
it was important that his mother came from the Serbian ruling dynasty. Queen Helen 
was the daughter of the Serbian Grand Duke (Zupan). With the Queen came also repre- 
sentatives of the Serbian nobility, who arrived in Hungary and settled down there. 
Among them was the brother of the Queen Beloë, who had many important functions 
in the royal court as comes palatinus and banus Sclauoniae. The last one meant the 
direction of an important part of the land which was the direct connection with the Bal- 
kan policy of the kings. His role increased while King Géza II was not yet of age’. 


2. Political influence and military affairs 


2.1. Direct conflicts in the Balkans, 1149-1156 


In the middle of the 12" century (1147) the second crusade to the Holy Land was 
organized. The second crusade gave an opportunity for the approach of two emperors, 
Manuel Comnenos and Konrad III, which eventually led to their alliance. It was a real 
sensation, as the Ottos’ searching for relationship at the end of the 10" century were 
followed by the schism, and later by the internal conflicts of the western world, as well 
as the internal problems of Byzantium. In 1148 the so called "alliance of two emper- 


* SRH I, p. 429 (cap. 149); M. FONT, Koloman the Learned, King of Hungary, Szeged 2001, p. 79-80. 


° From the basically literature about byzantine history see e.g.: L. BREHIER, Vie et mort de Byzance, 
Paris 1947 (Hungarian translation: Bizánc tündöklese és hanyatläsa, Budapest 1997); G. OSTROGORSKY, 
Byzantinische Geschichte 321-1453, München 1965 (Hungarian translation: A bizánci állam tórténete, Bu- 
dapest 2001); D. OBOLENSKY, The Byzantine Commonwelth, Eastern Europe 500-1453, New York 1971 
(Hungarian translation: A bizänci nemzetközösseg, Budapest 1999); P. SCHREINER, Byzanz, München 1994 
(Hungarian translation: Bizánc, Budapest 2002); R.-J. LILIE, Byzanz. Das zweite Rom, Berlin 2003. 


' SRH I, p. 446 (cap. 160), p. 456 (cap. 165); AMTBF, pp. 200, 207-208, 215 (Kinnamos); M. FONT, 
Vengersko-russkie politicheskie sviazi v XII veke (1118-1199), vyp. 2 Vengry i ikh sosedi v Tsentral'noi 
Evrope v srednie veka i novoie vremia, Moskva 2004, pp. 86-115. 
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ors" was created in Thessaloniki by the two rulers' personal meeting. Their interests 
coincided in connection with their Italian politics and their conceptions about the future 
fate of Italy. It should be pointed out that their common aim was the partition of Italy. 
It is important to point out that as being the reason since the alliance would have 
seemed as if it was directed against the Carpathian basin. The common rival for the 
two emperors was the Norman state in Southern Italy and Sicily, the country of King 
Roger II. Being a satellite of the Papacy the Norman state intruded on the interest of 
the Holy Roman Empire, and its energetic expansion eastwards was opposed by 
Byzantium. The alliance was confirmed also by a marriage: Emperor Manuel Comne- 
nos married the German Princess Berta von Sulzbach. 

The French King Louis VII blamed Byzantium for the failure of the crusade upon 
his return. On his way home from the Holy Land he met Roger II and formed an alli- 
ance with him. Naturally, the Pope had to act as this realization of the Emperor's plans 
would have caused unpleasant consequences for the Papal state as well. The Pope 
Eugene III (1145-1153) agreed with his vassal, Roger. Although the alliance of the two 
Emperors was formed in accordance with their Italian plans, it always carried a poten- 
tial danger for Hungary as well. Hungary was neighboring with the Holy Roman Em- 
pire in the West and with Byzantium along its southern border. Neither of the two em- 
pires' direct influence took place along the northern and eastern borders of Hungary. It 
did in an indirect way, however. Among the fractured Polish principalities, Poland be- 
came a taxpayer of the Holy Roman Emperor, again from 1135. Kievan Rus' belonged 
to the ecclesiastic jurisdiction of Byzantium. It is understandable that Hungary revived 
its earlier connections with the French King, and supported the Serbian uprising against 
Byzantium. Prince Welf VI who was Emperor Konrad's rival in German territory had 
connections with the Hungarian King, and joined the French-Norman coalition. Aside 
of Prince Welf, in addition Izyaslav, Geza's brother-in-law, the Grand Prince of Kiev 
joined them. He wanted to get rid of the guardianship of Byzantium in ecclesiastical 
cases and to put a Russian metropolitan as the head of the church instead of the former 
Greek one. New supporters joined Byzantium as well; Venice due to the protection of 
its domination in the Adriatic, and the Galician-Suzdalian coalition from the Russian 
principalities were related to the Imperial court, as were the rivals of the Grand Prince 
of Kiev in the Old Russian territories’. 

After diplomatic preparation in 1148-1149 action should have taken place”. The 
main seat of operations would certainly have been Italy, but finally not even a single 
military action began. Their interests clashed instead in the "secondary seat of opera- 
tions". The realization of the original aim was successfully blocked by the French- 
Norman coalition. 


ê About the political situation of middle of the 12th century see: M. ANGOLD, The Byzantine Empire 
1025-1204. A Political History, New York 1984, pp. 161-195; P. STEPHENSON, Byzantium’s Balkan Fron- 
tier. A Political Study of the Northern Balkans, 900-1204, Cambridge 2000, pp. 211-274; F. MAKK, The 
Árpáds and the Comneni. Political Relations between Hungary and Byzantium in the 12th Century, Buda- 
pest 1989. 


? LILIE, Byzanz, pp. 399-400. 
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Hungary played an active role in these operations of the secondary level'?, The Ital- 
ian march of the Holy Roman Empire was stopped by the uprising of its internal oppo- 
sition: firstly Prince Welf VI who was supported by Géza; later the rebellion of Henry 
the Lionheart upset Konrad's plans. Géza II also contributed to the transformation of 
Byzantine plans: the rebellion of the Serbs began with the encouragement and support 
of the Hungarian King. The Serbian rebellion began in autumn 1149 when Géza re- 
plied to the supplication from Kiev saying “I am at war against the Emperor."!! Ac- 
cording to the expectation of the coalition the rebellion of the Serbs had to be followed 
by a Byzantine reprisal. It ensued in autumn 1150, when the Hungarian King was 
residing in Galicia. Manuel redeployed over the Tara creek. They did not want to 
collide with the main army coming back from Galicia, and so they signed an armistice. 
Kinnamos writes about this by saying that Manuel's Italian plans were upset by the 
united action of the Serbs, Normans and Paions (Hungarians)'”. Thus Manuel was 
forced to turn towards the Lower Danube after the occupation of the island of Korfu. 
As a result of the Byzantine victory in 1150, at Uroś this time, the Serbian leader had to 
declare his dependence on Byzantium once again. After suppressing the Serbs, Manuel 
was preparing a reprisal campaign against the Hungarians. According to Byzantine 
opinion Hungary deserved it for many reasons: it supported the Serbs and attacked 
Vladimirko of Halych. At the head of the Byzantine troops Prince Boris can be seen, 
when they were demolishing Sirmium. The two Emperors fixed the time of the next 
military action in Italy for autumn 1152. In the meantime the political situation had 
changed. Konrad died and his follower, Frederic Barbarossa did not continue friendly 
politics with Byzantium and he claimed all of Italy for himself. This action of course 
threatened Byzantium. 

The conflict that was finished in 1151 with the armistice, continued on the Hunga- 
rian-Byzantine border. The frontier march of the armies also ended with a peace treaty 
this time, but in the following year Manuel appeared with a very large army. Byzan- 
tium got into a heavily pressed situation in 1154: Frederic Barbarossa started the mili- 
tary expedition of Italy and Géza II formed an alliance with the Greek regent of Вагапё 
and Niš, Andronikos. However, by the time the royal army reached Baranć, the upris- 
ing had failed and Andronikos was already imprisoned. King Géza put the Imperial 
army to flight, but returning the prisoners he asked for peace and did the same with the 
Imperial army appearing in spring 1155. Hungary - as it is shown in the chronological 
tabulation — was at war collaterally on the Old Russian and Balkan seats of operations: 
it supported Prince Welf and the Serbs. It behaved as a real great power, although it 
was not one. The internal sources made it possible only for a short period. The dissatis- 
faction showed in its political sphere”. 


 MAKK, The Árpáds, p. 43; STEPHENSON, Byzantium's Balkan Frontier, p. 224. 


'' PSRL II, Ipat'evskaia letopis' (PSRL ID, Moskva 1962, pp. 384-385; Hungarian translation with 
commentaries: M. FONT, Magyarok a Kijevi Evkónyvben [Hungarians in the Kievan Annals], Szeged 1996, 
pp. 116-117. 

2 АМТВЕ, pp. 199 (Kinnamos), 269 (Choniates). 

5 About Hungarian-Byzantine wars in the middle of the 12th century see: AMTBF, pp. 199-209 (Kin- 
namos), 269-271 (Choniates); С. PAULER, I. Géza orosz-görög háborúi (1148-1156) [Russian-Greek wars 
of Géza II], (in:) Hadtórténeti Kózlemények, Budapest 1890, pp. 1-19, 273-285; MORAVCSIK, Bizánc és a 
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2.2. Indirect conflicts within the Rus’: 1150-1152, 1162-1163 


In the middle of the 12" century the Kievan Rus' broke up into many principali- 
Нез“. The result of this situation was the permanent fighting for the position of the 
Grand Duke in Kiev. In the middle of the 12" century two rival groups were formu- 
lated: on the one hand Vladimir-Susdal and Halych, on the other Volhyn and 
Smolensk. The two rival groups had other foreign relationships. The princes of Volhyn 
and Smolensk had an anti-Byzantine position through the supporting of an election of 
the Kievan Metropolitan without consent of the Patriarch in Constantinople. The 
princes of Vladimir-Susdal and Halych had relatives in the Byzantine imperial court”. 
The politics of Hungary in the north-eastern direction meant nursing Kievo-Hungarian 
and Halych-Hungarian relations. This duality constituted no problems in the first half 
of the 12" century but created a contradictory situation in the middle of the same cen- 
tury. 

Around 1146 the Hungarian King married the Princess Euphrosine, the sister of the 
Kievan Grand Duke, Izyaslav Mstislavich (1146-1154). The consequences of the new 
dynastic relation were the supporting of his brother-in-law through six military cam- 
paigns, often against the prince of Halych’®. About these events a lot of information 
was conserved in the Kievan Annals", while the Hungarian chronicles mentioned only 
two cases, when the Hungarian King personally led the troops'*. 

To summarize the conflicts in the Rus' and the parallel Hungarian-Byzantine cam- 
paigns: 


magyarság, p. 79-80; MAKK, The Árpáds, pp. 44-62; A.B. URBANSKY, Byzantium and the Danube Fron- 
tier, New York 1968, pp. 60-66; ANGOLD, The Byzantine Empire, p.175; STEPHENSON, Byzantium's Balkan 
Frontier, pp. 234-238. 


^ About Kievan Rus' in the 12th century see: S. FRANKLIN, J. SHEPARD, The Emergence of Rus' 750- 
1200, London — New York 1996, рр. 323-364; M. FONT, Oroszország, Ukrajna, Rusz, [Russia, Ukraine, 
Rus'], Budapest 1998, pp. 52-70 (with additional literature). 


5 PSRL II, p. 521; V.T. PASUTO, Vneshniaia politika Drevniei Rusi, Moskva 1968, p. 422; E. FRAN- 
CES, Les relations russo-byzantines au XIIe siècle et la domination de Galicie au Bas-Danube, В]. 20, 
1959, pp. 50-62; FONT, Arpdd-hdzi királyok és Rurikida fejedelmek, p. 165. 


18 About Izyaslav see: О.М. RAPOV, Kniazheskie vladenia na Rusi v X — pervoi polovinie ХШ vv., 
Moskva 1977, рр. 145-146; Р.Р. TOLOCKO, Nashchadki Monomakha, Kiev 1972; about the wars see: K.J. 
GROT, Iz istorii Ugrii i slavianstva v ХИ v.(1141-1173), Varšava 1889, pp.149-209; ІТ. KRIP'AKEVIC, 
Galitsko-Volynskoie kniazivstvo, Kiiv 1984, pp. 75-76; N.F. KOTL'AR, Formirovanie territorii i voznikno- 
venie gorodov Galicko-Volynskoi Rusi IX-XIII vv., Kiev 1985, p. 84; FONT, Arpód-hózi királyok és Rurikida 
fejedelmek, pp. 167-177. 


! See: PSRL II; and partly contents of different other codices for the events of the 12th century e.g. 
PSRL 1/2, XV, XXV; M. FONT, A Kijevi Evkönyv mint magyar történeti forrás [Kievan Annal as source for 
the Hungarian history], (in:) Tórténelmi Szemle 33 (1991):1-2, pp. 70-83. 


5 SRH I, p. 460 (cap. 167), П, p. 198 (Mügeln). 


? About Hungarian-Kievan wars see: A. HODINKA, Az orosz Evkönyvek magyar vonatkozásai [Rela- 
tions of the Russian Annals to Hungarian History], Budapest 1916, р. 88; I.G. BEREZKOV, Khronologia 
russkogo letopisania, Moskva 1963, pp. 147-149; about Hungarian-Byzantine wars see: MORAVCSIK, 
Bizánc és a magyarság, pp. 78-87; MAKK, The Árpáds, pp. 45-62; STEPHENSON, Byzantium's Balkan Fron- 
tier, pp. 229-234; G.G. LITAVRIN, Vizantia i Slaviane, Sankt-Peterburg 2001, pp. 509-510; about both see: 
PAULER, II. Géza orosz-görög háborúi, pp. 273-285; Stephenson dated the Byzantine wars more exactly, 
for his dating see the italics. STEPHENSON, Byzantium's Balkan Frontier, p. 230. 
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Wars in Kievan Rus' Wars with Byzantium 


early spring of 1148: campaign against 
Chernigov 
second half of the year 1149 
at Christmas of 1149 sent Hungarian troops, 
the king's troops waiting at the borders 


autumn of 1150: campaign under the per- autumn /September of 1150: battle of Tara 
sonal leadership of Géza 


end of year / October 1150 Manuel Com- 
nenos attacks Sirmium, peace concluded at 
Danube 


February-March 1151: participating of 
Hungarian troops in sieges of Kiev 


April of 1151: Géza's troops at the Danube, 
peace concluded 


June of 1151: Vladimirko decends on Hun- 
garians 


first half of the year 1152: occupation of 
Vladimirko's territory 


spring of 1153: Géza in revolt, peace in 
Sofia, 

Andronikos apointed duke of Ni§ and 
Branićevo 


end of the year / autumn of 1154: Andoni- 
cus arrested in Pelagonia; Gćza besieges 
Braničevo 


spring of 1155: Manuel I launches retalia- 
tory campaign, peace concluded 





The two charts give proof that any interpretations in regards to these military cam- 
paigns cannot be restricted to bilateral links but rather has to be extended to the larger 
context of Hungarian-Byzantine and therefore European relations. 

In 1149, Géza II gave the following answer to the Kievan supplication for aid: 
“Т am at the war with the emperor, when I shall be free, I shall go personally, if not I 
shall send my troops.” As we can see, this supplication for aid happened simultane- 
ously with the dispatching of troops to help the Serbs in their revolt against Byzan- 
tium’’. After that a new envoy appeared with the message ,,Mount your horses at 
Christmas”. Géza II then sent troops, and he himself marched to the Carpathians to halt 


© PSRL II, pp. 384-385. 
*! MAKK, The Árpáds, р. 52. 
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Vladimirko from Halych. This event can be linked to the dissolution of the Halych- 
Hungarian alliance. 

At the end of the year 1150 Vladimir Mstislavich left with the Hungarians. He was 
to marry the daughter of the Hungarian banus, Beloë. This marriage can be viewed as а 
reinforcement of the anti-Byzantine alliance of the Hungarians, Serbs and Volhynians. 
Géza II, who was preoccupied with the Byzantine attack, dispatched troops com- 
manded by Vladimir to the Kievan Izyaslav in early spring 1151 (around February or 
March)”. In June 1151 Géza II was at the Lower Danube with his army", therefore he 
cannot have gone personally when new aid was asked for”. In 1151 and 1152 more 
intensive combat in the northeast was made possible by a cease-fire on the Byzantine 
front in early 1151. Military actions only resumed there in 1153. By the time, however, 
the situation in Rus' had changed; two main characters died — Vladimirko in 1153 and 
Izyaslav in early 1154. In 1155 Géza II financially supported his mother-in-law coming 
to Hungary”, but his brother-in-law arriving in 1156 in search for aid got nothing”. 
The more moderate policy can be explained by the fact that Hungary was no longer in 
the position to follow a war on two fronts; after all, the wars with Byzantium continued 
in the years 1153-1155”. 

Géza's abandoning the alliance with Halych and giving support for Izyaslav coin- 
cided with the backing of the Serbs as well as the confrontation with Byzantium. The 
severing of contacts with their old partner, however, is not unambiguous as even in 
1150 and 1152 Vladimirko was allowed to escape after the great victories of Géza. The 
divided nature of the Hungarian camp is a sign that the Hungarian ruling elite was 
rather reluctant to fully turn their back on their former ally”. This is even more likely 
because after a few years, when Géza's policy changed, he returned to the alliance with 
Halych. 

The long-lasting wars led to internal conflicts in Hungary: Géza II gave his broth- 
ers, Ladislaus and Stephen „treatment as dukes" (dedit ducales expensas)", yet his 
measure proved to be a late one, as he could not prevent them from their emigration to 
Byzantium. The Hungarian King turned to Emperor Frederic Barbarossa (1152-1190) 
as well as his friends Henry Jasomirgott and Bohemian King Vratislav II. In 1158 the 
envoys of Géza appeared at the Reichstag of Regensburg (Gervasius, bishop of Gyór 
and Héder, chief justice). The troops of Géza II were present in Milan, as supporters of 
Henry Jasomirgott. This was the time when banus Beloë could have left Hungary, as he 


*2 FONT, Vengersko-russkie, p. 98; EADEM, Árpád-házi királyok és Rurikida fejedelmek, p. 170. 
? PSRL II, pp. 408-410, 413, 415-416, 420; XXV, pp. 50-54. 

^! STEPHENSON, Byzantium's Balkan Frontier, p. 230. 

? PSRL II, pp. 420-421, 425, 434, 441-442; XXV, pp. 50-54. 

? PSRL II, pp. 482-483. 

?' PSRL II, pp. 483-485. 


% АМТВЕ, p. 271; R. KERBL, Byzantinische Prinzessinnen in Ungarn zwischen 1050-1200 und ihr 
Einfluss auf das Arpadenkónigreich, Wien 1979, p. 99; URBANSKY, Byzantium and the Danube Frontier, 
pp. 70-75. 


* FONT, Vengersko-russkie, p. 102; EADEM, Arpód-hdzi királyok és Rurikida fejedelmek, pp. 177-178. 
"SRH I, p. 460 (cap. 167). 
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was dissatisfied with this change” '. In the late 1150s Géza II could have approached 
Yaroslav Vladimirovich, the new Prince of Halych, and the son of Vladimirko. The 
reason for this could have been the earlier alliance with Halych just as much as the 
anti-Byzantine policy о Yaroslav. Yaroslav was influenced by the reappearance of his 
rival, Ivan Rostislavich”?, who found refuge in Byzantium and stayed there to his death 
in 116233, When King Stephen III (1162-1172) collected troops among his partners to 
fight Ste ephen IV, who enjoyed Byzantine support, he could gather troops from Halych 
as well”. There are no sources relating this event or the planned marriage between 
Stephen Ш апа Yaroslav's daughter either in Hungary ог in Old Russian chronicles. 
The Byzantine source treats the whole question as insignificant and therefore is taci- 
turn. The planned reinforcement of the Halych-Hungarian alliance (i.e. by marriage) 
was thwarted by the counter steps of Comnenos. He succeeded namely by regaining 
the support of Halych” | 


2.3. Direct political influence on Hungary in the 1160s 


Manuel Comnenos was an ambitious ruler. He aimed at re-establishing the former 
size of the Empire, and an extension of the borders to all those territories that the influ- 
ence of Byzantium had reached earlier. The Emperor wanted to strengthen the Euro- 
pean character of the Byzantine Empire, which he could begin by the realization of this 
plan in Italy. There is no question of any dependence on the Carpathian Basin; it never 
belonged politically to the Byzantine Empire. However, it became evident in a few 
years that his plan could not be realized. Manuel obviously had to change his plans. He 
began to focus his attention to the Balkans because of Serbian movements. Hungary 
was in the background, but the Hungarian Dukes escaped (1158, 1160) to Byzantium 
and created the possibility of intervention at the end of the 1150s. The death of Géza II 
offered the opportunity. 

Géza II evidently did not declare without reason that his son, the hardly 4-5-year- 
old prince was to be considered in 1152 a reigning fellow, as Géza's adult brother (also 
named Stephen) was in conspiracy during the years 1156-1157 against him. We find 
him fleeing from the consequences first to the Holy Roman Imperial Court, then (as he 
did not get any support) he chose the Byzantine court in 1158. Another brother of 
Géza, Prince Ladislaus also took refuge in Constantinople. The embracing of the 
princes' case was postponed by Manuel, and it started only after the death of Géza II. 
In the summer of 1162 they arrived in Hungary with a Byzantine army”. The Hunga- 
rian nobility insisted on the realization of its own will. However, the support from 


*' PASUTO, Vneshniaia politika, p. 179; FONT, Vengersko-russkie, p. 102; EADEM, Árpád-házi királyok 
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Byzantium for Stephen was stronger; the Hungarians chose to accept Ladislaus, who at 
least was not related to the Empire, as Stephen had a Greek wife’. Ladislaus died after 
only a few months of his reign. Stephen arrived with a new Byzantine army and his 
short domination was ended by his defeat near Székesfehérvár (Alba Regia) on 19" 
July 116338. Taking measure of the defeat, Emperor Manuel gave up his further sup- 
port. The Hungarian historiography calls King Stephen IV and Ladislaus II “rival 
kings". In fact they were the creation of the Byzantine Emperor depending on a small 
number of the Hungarian aristocracy. Their reign really meant a short period of Byzan- 
tine political influence”. 

Stephen IV fell into captivity after his defeat of 19 June 1163. Géza's son, who 
ruled as Stephen III, liberated him. Stephen IV returned to the Emperor Manuel, who 
wanted to support him further on. The delegates of the other King Stephen, who met 
the Emperor in Niš, were turned away. The Hungarian and Byzantine armies met in 
Belgrade. The strength of the Hungarians bore witness to the fact that their country had 
ranged itself with Géza's son Stephen. Manuel entered into negotiations with them re- 
cognizing the senselessness of the war. He sent an aristocratic delegate to the Hunga- 
rian royal court, and the negotiations were ended by a compromise”. It was an impor- 
tant concession for Stephen III that the Emperor ended support of the other Stephen 
and admitted the developed situation. What kind of concession did the Hungarian King 
give? Manuel did not have a son-descendant, only a daughter, so the following was 
formulated: he wanted to take the brother of Stephen III, Prince Béla along to Byzan- 
tium", The Emperor however, wanted to have the Prince with the territory of “his 
principality". This territory included Dalmatia and the Slavonian-Croatian territory as 
well. Manuel raised a claim to Sirmia, too, as an impediment towards the conclusion of 
the peace vanished. Prince Béla, who could be 15 years old at this time, was taken with 
the Byzantine mission along to Constantinople. 

The peace concluded in 1163 between the Hungarian King and the Emperor proved 
to not be long-lasting. Hungarians agreed with the surrender of the territory of the prin- 
cipality only because it prevented further aggression. In reality they did not have the 
intention of fulfilling the promise. At the beginning of 1164 the Hungarian King sent 
enforcements to Dalmatia with the command of the banus and tried to find some dip- 
lomatic support. The supporters promised troops in case of a possible Byzantine attack. 
It is to be mentioned specifically that these were the Czech King and the ruler of Ha- 
lych, because he was considered as the firm supporter of Byzantium in this area. The 
support of Halych was based upon the engagement of Stephen III and the daughter of 
the reigning prince”. This condition might be negligible for us today, but in the given 
case it was very important: Manuel’s diplomacy intervened and it blocked the realiza- 
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tion of the marriage. After the event that Emperor Manuel had any success to occupy 
the territories according to the agreement of peace, he found Stephen IV once again, 
who had been driven away from Hungary before. At the time only Stephen was organ- 
ising resistance against Hungary and as a result suffered defeat, and later Manuel ap- 
peared in Sirmia. Now Byzantium occupied Sirmia with the ruling of the ex-King 
Stephen. This peace was concluded, similarly to the former peace, due to tactical rea- 
sons. The Hungarian King reoccupied Sirmia in 1165 and attacked the castle of Zi- 
mony. According to Byzantine chroniclers Stephen was killed in an underhanded man- 
ner and the castle had been opened for the Hungarians. The Emperor tried to find a 
final solution: the army which was commanded by Ioannes Dukas acquired Bosnia and 
Dalmatia as well. The new peace treaty was confirmed in accordance with the new 
border. In this case Béla was in the suite of the Emperor as well. There are some pieces 
of information about his participating in the army's activity. On the other hand, it is 
mentioned in the chronicles that the intervention of Béla saved the lives of many Hun- 
garian prisoners. 

The presence of Béla in Byzantium could by all means be a potential opportunity 
that the Basileus could intervene in the affairs of Hungary, when he found it advisable. 
The person of the prince resulted in one part of the expansion of the territories for 
which Manuel struggled. The reality however showed that Manuel took very seriously 
the reason of Béla's invitation to Byzantium. Shortly after Béla took the name Alexios, 
according to the Greek orthodox custom, an engagement was arranged between the 
Emperor's daughter and Béla. At the same time, with the engagement Manuel declared 
Béla to be the crown prince and put him in the “despot’s” dignity. This dignity was 
unusual in the history of Byzantium; the Emperor invented it solely for Béla as a means 
of marking his position in the Empire right after the emperor. The Byzantine nobility 
swore their support of Béla and Maria. One of the relatives of Manuel, Andronikos, 
refused to swear hoping that he could get the throne for himself. Béla's Byzantine posi- 
tion shows in reality the fact that he was the second person in the Empire. Although 
there was no marriage, he participated as the son-in-law of the Emperor in the Synod in 
Constantinople of 11669. According to Moravcsik, Béla considered himself to be the 
Hungarian crown prince as well”. Under the Hungarian circumstances it is important 
to point out, that the system of the crown prince as a general principle did not exist. 
Moravcsik argues that the dignity of despotes could be equivalent with the Hungarian 
"urum" (i.e. “my lord"). Many other historians directed attention to the fact that this 
title was due to every nobleman. The adult male members of the reigning dynasty were 
called dux in Hungary. Generally it seemed that Béla became connected with Byzan- 
tine public life and he did not give much attention to the Hungarian affairs. Finally, 
there is evidence that neither Manuel nor Béla would have turned over the plan of the 
personal union. 

Béla seems to have been educated as a Byzantine dependant; he left the Hungarian 
territory occupied by Byzantium according to the Emperor's decision. In the following 
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years 1166-1167 there were some smaller battles along the Hungarian- -Byzantine fron- 
tiers, with the Hungarians suffering defeat again at Zimony in July 1167, but they 
could not reoccupy the territory. According to the Byzantine chroniclers” Béla stayed 
far from these events. Only the German chronicler Henrich von Mügeln 46 wrote that 
the Emperor wanted to put Béla on the Hungarian throne, but we suppose the Byzan- 
tine chronicler had more authenticity. In reality, Manuel needed Béla not for his plan in 
Hungary but, rather, for internal politics. A relative being declared the crown prince 
made debate about the succession of the throne worthless. On the other hand the posi- 
tion Béla occupied was only “semi- official; the connection to the Emperor's family 
was only an engagement not a marriage" . As the son of Emperor Manuel was born in 
1169 (from his second marriage), the position of Béla had been changed. The engage- 
ment was broken off and he lost the dignity of despotes^. The newborn son was 
crowned Emperor as a one and half-year-old child. Manuel married Béla with his sis- 
ter-in-law Agnes Chatillon who was descended from an Antiochian family of French 
origin. There i is a diploma from the year 1170 where Béla used the dignity of the Prince 
of Hungary ^. 


3. Diplomatic and cultural influence 


3.1. Period of peaceful diplomacy 1172-1180 


In 1172 the brother of Béla, the Hungarian King Stephen III, died. A group of Hun- 
garian aristocrats sent delegates to Béla and invited him to rule. Béla did not hesitate in 
accepting this offer. Béla's decision was accepted by the Emperor favorably, but he 
had to swear an oath to keep Byzantine interests. It was a guarantee for Manuel that 
Béla will not take revenge for the preterit”. The invitation was in vain, as Béla had to 
cope with the same difficulties found at the time of Ladislaus and Stephen being sup- 
ported from Byzantium. He found himself with his younger brother, Prince Géza, face 
to face, who wanted to become a king as well, and had the support of his mother"! 

From the standpoint of legitimizing his reign the coronation is important. In Hun- 
gary the right of the coronation of Kings belonged to the Archbishop of Esztergom, 
who happened to be Lukács at this time. He was educated at the University of Paris and 
he was not inclined to crown even the princes returning from Byzantium a decade be- 
fore. The Papal command did not persuade Lukács to give up his principles”. The 
Pope had to publish an official permit towards the second person of the clergy, An- 
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drew, Archbishop of Kalocsa. The coronation ceremony took place in Székesfehérvár 
on 13 January, 117333. Béla's connection to Manuel remained strong; he sent military 
aid to Manuel (in command of Ampod banus and Leustack voivoda) in the battle of 
Muriokephalon in 1176. Neither Béla himself nor his land, the state of Hungary, be- 
came subject to the Emperor. The position of Constantin Manasses and the poets of the 
Imperial court magnified the reality. 


3.2. Cultural influence 


In the south part of Hungary lived the population who belonged to the Orthodox 
rite”. As the chronicler of war writes, the Emperor was welcomed by the people who 
belonged to the Orthodox faith. We can suppose that they sympathised with the Byzan- 
tine Empire. Manuel marched forward up to Bács, but he was stopped here by the coa- 
lition (Czech-German-Galician) army recruited by Stephen III. 

Béla's relationship with Byzantium was changed by the death of Manuel. Béla 
started immediately with his troops and reoccupied the territories that had been an- 
nexed by Manuel, which included Dalmatia, Bosnia and Sirmia. The reason for the 
launching of Béla's troops was that his oath bound him to Manuel only; on the other 
hand the disturbed Byzantine politics guaranteed his success. The troops of the Hun- 
garian King occupied in 1183 Niš and Sofia as well. In Byzantium the former rival of 
Manuel Comnenos, Andronikos, killed the whole Imperial family and commandeered 
the throne. His rival looked for support from the outside. Béla's army began to move 
again in 1185 to Sofia. On the other side the Norman fleet headed to Constantinople. 
The rebellion which had been broken off due to this danger overthrew Andronikos and 
installed a new Emperor, who was Isaakios Angelos (1185-1195). The new emperor 
entered into an alliance with the Hungarian King, and he married the daughter of Béla 
in autumn of 11852. 

The good personal contacts of the Hungarian King to Byzantium pointed out the 
mediatory role of Béla during the third crusade and the fact that he had the intention of 
establishing the cult of Saint Ivan of Rila in Hungary. The position of Béla character- 
ized only the royal court, as the Church had an opposite view. Both positions left their 
mark on Hungarian society” e 


4. Conclusions 


The interests of Emperor Manuel Comnenos in Hungarian affairs must have been 
served by the Hungarian origin of his mother, a figure popular and venerated as a saint 
in Byzantium, and this fact must have played a part. Notwithstanding this fact, this was 
not the factor that determined his policy. Manuel put the European role of Byzantium 
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into the foreground. The chief aim of his policy was to regain those territories (South- 
ern Italy, the Balkans) which had been under Byzantine rule. In the light of this the 
standpoint of the Emperor in Hungarian affairs has to be viewed. This changed accord- 
ing to political factors. Thus the Hungarian-Byzantine links cannot be seen as homoge- 
nous under Emperor Manuel: 

1. The reception of the aristocracy emigrating from Hungary meant no direct con- 
flict. 

2. The wars beginning in 1149 were started by the Hungarian King as a means of 
supporting the Serbian fight for independence. A further element was consti- 
tuted by Franco-Norman-Papal relations. The fluctuating achievements of these 
conflicts were finished by the peace treaties. Behind these acts, no aim to con- 
quer Hungarian territories can be seen. The Hungarian-Byzantine wars, how- 
ever, meant a menace for the Italian wars of Manuel Comnenos. 

3. Manuel tried to realize his aims in the Hungarian accession to the crown in the 
1160s. This was without success. Yet Hungarian expansion in the Balkans was 
foiled. What is more, territories which had come under Hungarian rule could be 
reintegrated into the Empire. I agree with the standpoint of F. Makk and share 
his opinion that it was only in the 1160s that Byzantine policy could exercise an 
impact. 

4. The cultural and ecclesiastic influence of Byzantium — even if it was on the re- 
treat — still was present through the person of Béla III, especially if we have a 
look at the organization of the chancery as well as at the influence of the cult of 
the Empress Eirene in Byzantium on the canonization of his father, Ladislaus I 
in 1192. This is reinforced by the spread of the cult of Ladislaus in the Balkans. 
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КОНТАКТЫ ГРЕЧЕСКОГО ВОСТОКА И ГАЛИЦКОЙ РУСИ B XI-XV BB. 


Внедрение и распространение христианства из Византии на территорию Киев- 
ской Руси имело значительное влияние на культуру и общественную организа- 
цию государства. Долгое время главным звеном в контактах двух стран остава- 
лась Церковь. Киевская митрополия была дочерней церковью Константино- 
польского патриархата. Однако эволюционные изменения, которые произошли 
в сознании политической элиты Руси, с течением времени направляли потреб- 
ности страны в сторону более ясного представления о своём месте в отношениях 
c империей!. Трения и разногласия нашли свое проявление уже в XI-XII BB., 
когда Русь избрала митрополитами Иллариона (1051-1054) и Клима Смолятича 
(1147-1155), проигнорировав таким образом попытки греков и впредь посылать 
своих кандидатов. Однако в период 40 гг. ХП в. влияние Киева начало слабнуть, 
постепенно переходя к новым центрам, которые возникли на окраинах. Факти- 
чески единству во внешней и внутренней политике Руси пришел конец”. 

Именно в это время сильные позиции получили правители галицко-волын- 
ской земли с центром в г. Галиче. Пограничное расположение этих территорий 
рядом с византийской границей и важным торговым путем из нижнего Приду- 
навья в Балтийское море вполне объясняет, почему среди других княжеств Руси 
именно юго-западные территории B XI-XIII BB. могли иметь с Византией наи- 
более тесные связи. В то же время, к поискам более интенсивного контакта с им- 
перией галицких правителей подталкивали напряженные отношения с венгер- 
скими королями, которые, используя сепаратистские тенденции среди местного 
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боярства, пытались вмешиваться в местную политику. Хотя справедливости ради 
надо заметить, что венгры тоже иногда видели в этих соседях союзника в борьбе 
с ромеями“. 

В иерархии «византийской семьи» первый галицкий князь, Володимирко Во- 
лодаревич (11153) в соответствии с представлениями византийских историков 
занимал место «BACCAJIA» . Для сравнения, его оппонент, киевский князь Изяслав 
B TO же время считался «союзником». Упомянутая выше политическая борьба 
между Византией и Венгрией заставляла обе стороны поочередно делать ставки 
на галицких или киевских князей. Поэтому не вызывает сомнения факт, что для 
Византии довольно важным был вопрос влияния на территорию юго-западной 
Руси. Однако ситуация для Византии оставалась неясной. Следующий галицкий 
правитель — князь Ярослав Осьмомысл (1153-1187), хотя и заключил около 1162 г. 
с империей мирное соглашение, постепенно начал выходить из-под её номи- 
нального контроля, одновременно заявляя о собственных политических амби- 
циях и стремясь к милитарному союзу с венграми. В дополнение к этому, в 1164- 
1165 гг. его двор стал местом приюта для политического беглеца и претендента 
на византийский престол Андроника Комнина. Византийца радушно приняли, он 
пользовался всей свободой действий, принимал участие в княжеских oxorax? и 
даже боярских советах’. Лишь охранная грамота императора Мануила Г (1143- 
1180) убедила бунтовщика возвратиться на Родину. По свидетельствам византий- 
ского историка Kunnawa?, для окончательной нормализации отношений в Гали- 
цию из Киева прибыл византийский посол, чтобы убедить Ярослава отказаться 
от союза с венграми’. После этой интересной вспышки активности в течение 
почти сорока следующих лет в отношениях Византии и правителей Галицкой 
Руси наступило относительное затишье. 

Очередное проявление активности зафиксировано около 1200 г. Тогда в Кон- 
стантинополе находилось посольство галицкого князя Романа (ок. 1152 — 11205) 
во главе с посланником Твердятой Остромировичем". Очевидно, визит был след- 
ствием действий князя Романа, который, будучи верным союзническим догово- 
рам, несколько раз осуществлял походы на половцев, продвигавшихся в союзе с 
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болгарами в направлении Константинополя '. По мнению Д. Оболенского, такая 
активность отдаленной и де-факто независимой от влияния империи юго-запад- 
ной Руси в вопросе защиты византийской ойкумены выглядит особенно инте- 
ресно на фоне попыток правителей Сербии и Болгарии всякими доступными 
методами обрести политическую независимость от ослабленной империи ^. 

Переломным в отношениях не только Галицко-Волынских земель, но и ос- 
тальной Европы с Византией стал 1204 г. Следя за политическим хаосом и осла- 
блением империи, галицкие властители наверняка сочувствовали сложившейся 
ситуации. Однако это не означало, что и они не стремились использовать её для 
усиления собственных политических позиций. Около 1250 г. сильнейший из га- 
лицко-волынских правителей — князь Данила Галицкий (1202-1264) — послал 
своего печатника Кирилла в Никею, для получения благословения относительно 
рукоположения киевского митрополита. Решение ромеев было положительным. 
Вместе с тем стоит заметить, что в то же время для юго-западной части Руси, 
вопреки традиционной привязанности к «византийским ценностям», отношения с 
европейским Западом были такой же (если не большей) составной частью поли- 
тической и культурной жизни. Известие о получении Данилой Галицким в 1253 г. 
короны от Папы Иннокентия ГУ, что являлось гарантией будущего крестового 
похода против монголов, хорошо демонстрирует местный универсализм 

К сожалению, об отношениях между Галицко-Волынским княжеством и Ви- 
зантией во второй половине ХШ и середине XIV вв. мы можем лишь догады- 
ваться. Единственный источник той эпохи — «Галицко-Волынская летопись» — 
дает нам мало информации по этому поводу. Трагические события, связанные с 
монголо-татарским нашествием, уничтожили практически все эпистолярные 
памятники и надолго прервали не только политические, но и культурные”, 
экономические отношения со Восточным Средиземноморьем °. В этой ситуации 
едва ли не единственными связующими нитями оставались разнообразные 
путешественники и религиозные миссии, которые продвигались с Востока и Юга 
через Балканы и Галицию в Киев и дальше в Москву. 

Иногда удается проследить традицию связей на уровне художественного об- 
мена. В этом случае первенство играли Волынские территории, которые сравни- 
тельно меньше пострадали от монгольского нападения. Эти земли в дальнейшем 


!! NICETAS CHONIATES, Historia, De Andronico, П, 11, Bonnae 1835, pp. 452, 691-692. 
2 Д. ОБОЛЕНСКИЙ, Византийское, с. 249. 

' Д. ОБОЛЕНСКИЙ, Византийское, с. 257. 

4 Y. КРИП’ЯКЕВИЧ, Галицько, c. 132. 


3 Едва ли не единственным примером продолжения влияния артистической среды Византии на 
украинское сакральное искусство является Дорогобужская икона Богородицы Одигитрии. Этот 
памятник относят ко второй половине XIII в. Об этом: В. АЛЕКСАНДРОВИЧ, Українське малярство 
XIII-XV ст., JIbBiB 1995, c. 41. 


' История Галицко-Волынского княжества до момента угасания местной династии и раздела 
этих территорий между Польшей и Литвой описана в многотомном труде М. Грушевского. Этот труд 
и сегодня остается актуальным. M. ГРУШЕВСЬКИЙ, /сторія України-Руси, T. 3, Львів 1905, с. 1-191. 
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находились под влиянием традиций греческого Востока’. Например, Галицко- 
Волынская летопись, описывая многочисленные похвалы для князя Владимира 
Васильевича, упоминает о вложении им в луцком кафедральном соборе св. Иоан- 
на Богослова серебряного креста с частицей Креста Господнего'. Реликвия 
могла иметь лишь византийское происхождение, поскольку крест хранился в со- 
боре Св. Софии в Константинополе. Византийская традиция сказалась и на книж- 
ной живописи Волыни!, о чем свидетельствуют иллюстрации из нескольких 
известных рукописей XIII в., которые в новейшей литературе связываются C 
результатами „Работы удостоверенного летописью скриптория князя Владимира 
Васильевича”. Скупые сообщения o поддержке королем Даниилом других худо- 
жественных центров дают исследователям основание считать, что слабые контак- 
ты продолжали сохраняться. С другой стороны, в последнее время все заметнее 
слышны голоса ученых, утверждающих, что ослабление таких влияний побудило 
местных мастеров к созданию оригинального национального украинского са- 
крального и светского искусства?! 

Следующим фактором, который значительно ослабил контакты юго-западной 
Руси с византийскими территориями, стал факт перехода Галиции (вместе с За- 
падной Волынью) в 1387 г. под власть польского короля. Таким образом Киев- 
ская митрополия, которая играла не последнюю роль в поддержании экумени- 
ческих связей с Константинополем, была разделена между тремя государствами. 
Галицкие земли, оторванные от остальных украинских земель, утратили боль- 
шинство контактов с духовными православными центрами Греческого Востока. 
Еще в начале XIV ст. в Галицко-Волынском княжестве образовалась отдельная 
митрополия с подчиненными ей Владимирской, TypoBckoń, Луцкой, Перемиш- 
ской, Холмской епархиями. Её статус был эфемерным и демонстрировал 
старания местных правителей и духовенства создать противовес процессу, кото- 
рый развернулся вокруг вопроса перенесения митрополии из Киева в Москву. 
В 1347 г. император Иоанн Кантакузен «золотой буллой» ликвидировал эту ми- 
трополию ^ Ее восстановление произошло лишь в начале XIX B., но уже по 
решению Рима. 

На фоне слабых политических и культурных контактов интересно выглядят 
экономические связи Руси с Византией. К первой половине ХШ в. довольно хо- 





71. Лильо, Три етапи розвитку візантійсько-грецьких зв'язків мистецької культури давньої 
Волині, (в:) Волинська ікона: питання історії, вивчення, дослідження та реставрації. Доповіді та 
матеріали IV наукової конференції м. Луцьк, 17-18 грудня 1997 р., Луцьк 1997, c. 46. 


18 5. - > : 
Літопис Руський, За Іпатіївським списком переклав JI. МАХНОВЕЦЬ, Київ 1989, c. 447. 

9 3 .. . 
B. 3ATIACKO, Лам 'amnuku книжкового мистецтва. Українська рукописна книга, Львів 1995. 


20 ++ 
TOT ЖЕ, Cxpunmopiti волинського князя Володимира Васильовича, Записки Наукового Това- 


риства імені T. Шевченка, T. 224, Праці історично-філософської сесії, Львів 1993, с. 186-193. 


?' В. АЛЕКСАНДРОВИЧ, Українське, с. 69. Более детально об этом: В. АЛЕКСАНДРОВИЧ, Візантія i 


мистецька культура Княжої України: моделі взаємовідносин, Вісник Львівського університету 
Серія історична 34 (1999), с. 55-72. 


2 Б. Гудзяк, Криза, с. 8. 
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рошо развивалась торговля западных земель Украины с причерноморскими ко- 
лониями. Главными партнёрами местных городов в Северном Причерноморье 
долгое время выступал город Белгород (Аккерман). Татарские нападения умень- 
шили объемы этой торговли”. Однако в XIV — XV BB. купцы, которые постоянно 
жили в генуэзских колониях Крыма, продолжали поддерживать контакты со 
своими торговыми партнерами в Молдавии, Валахии”. Оттуда в города Галиции 
и Волыни с давних пор привозили шелк, украшения, оружие, фрукты, вино 
Однако надо признать, что до момента падения Константинополя организован- 
ные торговцы именно греческого происхождения лишь изредка появлялись на га- 
лицких территориях. По крайней мере первую информацию о появлении купца- 
грека во Львове мы находим лишь в 1382 г. Что интересно, в город он прибыл 
из Кракова”. Объяснение этому кроется в TOM, что большинство ориентальной 
торговли XIV-XV вв. на этих территориях находилось в руках армянских купцов. 
Об активности последних свидетельствует факт учреждения во Львове в 1356- 
1363 гг. кафедрального co6opa” и большой общины. Армяне и генуэзцы, а позд- 
нее евреи и турки, являлись для греков серьезной конкуренцией, ограничивая их 
доступ на рынки Центрально-Восточной Европы. Дополнительным препятствием 
была нестабильность на южных территориях Украины. Как ни странно, именно 
турецкая экспансия и падение Византийской империи заставили греков активизи- 
роваться. После падения Константинополя в 1453 г. значительная часть грече- 
ской элиты эмигрировала на Балканский полуостров в придунайские княжества. 
Турки, создав полиэтническую страну, сами на начальном этапе стремились оста- 
ваться нацией завоевателей. В меру стабилизации, Порта, руководствуясь госу- 
дарственными интересами, оказывала содействие активизации торговли, что в 
свою очередь, стимулировало рост ремесленного производства и усиливало зна- 
чение городов, расположенных вдоль торговых путей. При этом функции торгов- 
ли оказались в руках евреев, армян и греков". В 1475 г. в Константинополь 
перевезли многих купцов из Кафы, а также территорий Малой Азии и Египта”. 
Уже отсюда, в соответствии с волей правителей, они должны были продолжать 
торговлю с Европой. 

Таким образом, возвращение греков на территорию Юго-Западной Руси было 
постепенным. Оно имело прежде всего экономический характер. Процесс во- 


23 М. ГРУШЕВСЬКИЙ, Icmopia, T. 6, с. 26. 


4 R. HRYSZKO, Obraz КИЙ — kolonii genueńskiej nad Dunajem, w świetle akt notarialnych Antonia di 
Ponzo z lat 1360-1361, Zeszyty Naukowe Uniwersytetu Jagiellońskiego, Prace Historyczne 127 (2000), 
p. 19. 


? Летопись no Ипатскому списку, Санкт-Петербург 1871, c. 490. 


2 Центральний Державний Історичний Архів України у Львові. Ф. 52, On. 2, Спр. 1, с. 4. Опубл.: 
А. CZOŁOWSKI, Najstarsza księga miejska, (in:) Pomniki dziejowe Lwowa, vol. 1, Lwów 1892, р. 4. 


77 К. HRYSZKO, Z Genui nad morze Czarne, Kraków 2004, p. 241. 
28 А. DZIUBIŃSKI, Drogi handlowe polsko-tureckie w XVI st., Przegląd Historyczny 56 (1965), p. 233. 


2 E.W. CARTER, Trade and Urban Development in Poland: An Economic Geography of Cracow, from 
Its Origins to 1795 (Cambridge Studies in Historical Geography 20), Cambridge 1994, p. 270. 
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зобновления связей между православными духовными центрами развивался па- 
раллельно, но имел уже несколько другой статус, учитывая то, что с XIV вв. 
большинство украинских земель было разделено между Литвой и Польшей. Это 
предусматривало создание новой схемы в контактах бывшей Галицко-Волынской 
Руси с бывшим Константинополем. Одним из следствий поиска новой формы 
сотрудничества станет формирование в XVI-XVII вв. в самом большом из го- 
родов края — Львове — компактного, но влиятельного греческого экономического 
поселения, тесно связанного политическими, духовными и экономическими 
интересами с местным Ставропигийским православным братством? 


3 1. Лильо, Нариси з історії грецької громади Львова в XVI-XVII cm., Львів 2002. 
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BOSNIA IN BYZANTINE SOURCES 


“The population of Bosnia is handsome 
and brave to the present day" 


(Chronicle of the Turkish Sultans, p. 113, 5-6) 


When studying the relations between Byzantium and Bosnia, researchers come 
across an obstacle typical for investigations into the Middle Ages — the chronic absence 
of sources. In regard to the main topic of this study, sources are scarce and fragmen- 
tary. For this reason, it is not possible to write a book Byzantium and Bosnia in the 
same manner as it has been possible — or would be possible — to write books on Byzan- 
tium and Venice, Byzantium and Papacy, Byzantium and Hungary, or, even, Byzantium 
and the Pechenegs '. In addition to the paucity of the extant data, we ought to stress a 
completely different treatment of Bosnia in Byzantium, and of Byzantium in Bosnia. 
Byzantine sources on Bosnia contain a corpus of data which is unequal in quality, 
originating from different epochs; long periods of silence are interspersed with rare 
intervals when Byzantine men of letters supplied some information on Bosnia. On the 
other hand, sources of Bosnian provenance remained almost completely silent on 
Byzantium. 

In spite of the scarcity of sources, the Byzantine perception of Bosnia can be fol- 
lowed over a long period; from the mid-10" century when the term ‘Bosnia’ was first 
mentioned, but only as a geographic appellation, until the demise of the Byzantine Em- 
pire in 1453 and the fall of the medieval Bosnian state in 1463. Encyclopedias, both of 
a general character and of a more specialized nature, inform us that Bosnia was men- 


" D.M. NICOL, Byzantium and Venice. A study in diplomatic and cultural relations, Cambridge 1988; 
J. GILL, Byzantium and Papacy, 1198-1400, New Brunswick, New Jersey 1979; W. NORDEN, Das Papst- 
tum und Byzanz. Die Trennung der beiden Mächte und das Problem ihrer Wiedervereinigung bis zum 
Untergange des byzantinischen Reichs (1453), Berlin 1903 (reprint: New York 1958); F. MAKK, The Ar- 
pads and the Comneni. Political relations between Hungary and the Byzantium in the 12" century, Buda- 
pest 1989; У.С. VASILEVSKU, Vizantija i Pecenegi (1048-1094), (in:) Trudy V.G. Vasilevskago I, Sankt- 
peterburg 1908, pp. 1-175. 
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tioned for the first time in the historical work, De administrando imperio written by the 
Byzantine emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos in the mid-10" century. Hence, 
a crucial piece of information on Bosnia, which because of its unique importance has 
become commonplace, is offered by a Byzantine source. Unfortunately, the limits of 
time and space do not allow a discussion in greater depth in regards to this mention on 
Bosnia recorded by the learned emperor. However, it should be stressed that Bosnia 
was mentioned only as a geographic region which was an integral part of Serbia in that 
epoch. Constantine Porphyrogennetos referred to Bosnia only once, at the very end of 
the 32" chapter entitled “On the Serbs and the Country they now dwell іп”. On the 
whole, it can be stated that this chapter is drawn in the main from older writings, com- 
posed in the same manner as the largest part of the treatise". However, the last note is 
entirely different, and contains a short list of inhabited towns in "baptized Serbia", 
whose names are difficult to recognize’. Interestingly enough, two towns — namely, 
Katera and Desnik — were said to be located in the region of Bosnia°. This has brought 
about numerous comments concerning the time and manner in which Bosnia became 
part of the medieval Serbian state in the mid-10 century". 

On the other hand, it should be emphasized that the medieval Bosnian state did not 
come into being as a national entity, but rather as a geographical one. Experts in his- 
torical geography have established that medieval Bosnia encompassed the territory 
stretching between the Sarajevo field in the south and the Zenica field to the north. The 
eastern boundaries were marked by the valley of the Ргаба river, approaching the Drina 
River, while in the west the border ran along the valleys of the Lepenica and Laëva 
rivers, and the Zupas bearing the same names”, Bosnia was a small country, as noted by 
contemporaries of the Byzantine Emperor Constantine Porphyrogennetos, and re- 
mained so throughout the Middle Ages’. 

Spatially, Byzantium and Bosnia were closest between 1018 and 1190, when the 
territories up to the Sava River were under the rule of the Byzantine emperor, and 


? CONSTANTINE PORPHYROGENITUS, De Administrando Imperio, greek text edited by G. MORAVCSIK, 
English translation by R.J.H. JENKINS, New, Revised Edition, Washington 1967, p. 152 sq. 


? LJ. MAKSIMOVIĆ, Struktura 32. glave spisa De Administrando Imperio, ZRVI 21 (1982), pp. 25-32. 
4 | 
DAI, p. 160. 


* S. ĆIRKOVIĆ, "Naseljeni gradovi" Konstantina Porfirogenita i najstarija teritorijalna organizacija, 
ZRVI 37 (1998), pp. 9-32. 


ê DAI, p. 160. 


? V, ĆOROVIĆ, Historija Bosne, 1, Beograd 1940, p. 71; S. ĆIRKOVIĆ, Istorija srednjovekovne bosanske 
države, Beograd 1964, p. 39 sq. 


* M. BLAGOJEVIĆ, Istorijska geografija i prostor Republike Srpske. Potreba i mogućnost istraživanja, 
(in:) Filozofsko-filološke nauke na početku 21. vijeka. Problemi i pravci razvoja, Zbornik radova sa naučog 
skupa (Banja Luka, 7-8. decembra 2001), Banja Luka 2001, p. 262. 


? V. ĆOROVIĆ, Teritorijalni razvoj bosanske drZave u srednjem veku, Glas Srpske kraljevske akademije 
167 (1935), pp. 9, 10; Vizantijski izvori za istoriju naroda Jugoslavije, vol. ЇЇ, ed. B. FERJANCIC, Beograd 
1959, p. 58 n. 202. 
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when the city of Sirmium was the seat of the district”. Nonetheless, direct references 
to Bosnia cannot be found in 11"-century Byzantine sources, but only in those from the 
12" century. The issue in question concern three documents of different origins, clearly 
indicating that Bosnia, which was only a geographical region in the 10" century, grew 
into an independent state. This fact is known from other works, but it is also beyond 
doubt that the Byzantines were familiar with it as well. 

An analysis of the aforementioned sources will now begin, focusing first of on a 
signature of the Emperor Manuel I Komnenos dating from 1166. It reveals that he held 
not only the titles of Autokrator, Sebastos and Augustus, being “the God-appointed 
heir of the crown of Constantine the Great", but was also ascribed the attributes of 
Isaurian, Ciclician, Armenian, Dalmatian, Hungarian, Bosnian, Croatian, Lazic, Ibe- 
rian, Bulgarian, Serbian, Zekhitian, Khazarian, and Gothic''. In this context, Bosnia 
was placed in a vast area extending from Dalmatia and Pannonia to the Caucasus’”. As 
previously stated, it was not a geographical region any longer, but an independent state, 
clenched between two rival empires, Byzantium and Hungary. 

On the other hand, direct connections between Bosnia and Serbia (the former being 
part of the latter in the mid-10" century) belonged to the past; however, they were not 
completely severed. This is attested by the Byzantine historian John Kinnamos, who 
wrote that the river “By name Drina, ... takes its origin somewhat higher up and di- 
vides Bosnia from the rest of Serbia. Bosnia itself is not subject to the Serbs’ grand 
żupan, but is a tribe which lives and is ruled separately." 

Another interesting piece of information dating from the 12" century points to the 
Byzantine perspective of Bosnia in this period. The issue in question is a panegyric 
speech of Michael of Anchialus, the later Patriarch of Constantinople Michael Ш 
(1170-1178), which he delivered when he was bestowed with the title of Hypatus con- 
ferred on the philosophers in the Great Palace or at the Magnaura court in Constantin- 
ople. In one passage, he writes: “Both the Croat and the Bosnian ought to be recorded 
in Roman tables” ". In the famous military campaign of 1165, Byzantine. troops led by 
John Doukas must have taken Bosnia while heading towards Dalmatia’. It is known 
that Ban Kulin, subsequently mentioned as a Hungarian vassal, began his reign under 


9 S. ĆIRKOVIĆ, Bosna i Vizantija, (in:) Osamsto godina povelje bosanskog bana Kulina 1189-1989, 
Posebna izdanja Akademije nauka i umjetnosti Bosne i Hecegovine, Odjeljenje druStvenih nauka 23, 
Sarajevo 1989, pp. 28-31. 

'' C. MANGO, The Conciliar Edict of 1166, DOP 17 (1963), р. 324. 

|? ĆIRKOVIĆ, Bosna i Vizantija, pp. 26-27. 


? loannis Cinnami rerum ab loanne et Alexio Comnenis gestarum, ed. A. MEINEKE, Bonnae 1836, 
p. 104. Translation: Deeds of John and Manuel Comnenus by John Kinnamos, Translated by Ch.M. BRAND, 
n York 1976, p. 84. 


'* R. BROWNING, A New Source on Byzantine-Hungarian Relations in the Twelfth century. The Inaugu- 
ral Lecture of Michael ó тоб 'Ayyi&AoU ws блотос t@v фіЛосдфоу, Balkan Studies 2 (1961), p. 203. Cf. 
Vizantijski izvori za istoriju naroda Jugoslavije, IV, Beograd 1971, p. 206 n. 33 (B. FERJANCIC). 

5 J. FERLUGA, Vizantijska uprava u Dalmaciji, Beograd 1957, p. 130 sq.; 1. GOLDSTEIN, Bizantska 


vlast u Dalmaciji od 1165. do 1180. godine, Radovi zavoda za hrvatsku povijest 30 (1997), pp. 9-28. 
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the auspices of the Byzantine basileus'®. This took part in the 1190s, when the Byzan- 
tine Empire was slowly, but permanently, withdrawing from the Sava and the Danube. 

In the ensuing three centuries, Byzantine sources remain silent with regard to Bos- 
nia. Thus, we reach the third period in which Byzantine sources supplied more infor- 
mation on this country. Most news from Byzantine. and post-Byzantine sources refer to 
the demise of the medieval Bosnian state in the 15" century. At the same time, this is a 
third point of contact between Bosnia and the Byzantine world, which had already sunk 
in the long centuries of Turkish domination. Chronologically, the list is led by Michael 
Kritoboulos of Imbros, the author of a history covering events that took place in a rela- 
tively short period, from 1451 to 1467". This historical account comprising five vol- 
umes, is dedicated to Mehmed II the Conqueror, who is at the same time, the main pro- 
tagonist’®. I$ In a manner customary of Byzantine writers, Kritoboulos employs archaic 
terms to refer to some nations. Thus, Serbs are called Tribals, Vlachs — Dakes and Ge- 
tans, Hungarians are Peonians, and so forth. The Byzantine historian notes that the in- 
habitants of Bosnia are called Dalmatians, and also Bostroi in more recent times, and 
then stresses that the populace in question are numerous, and that they cultivate fertile 
land which yields an abundant crop!” . In continuation, he states that this land is pro- 
tected by ruggy and forbidding mountains, steep and craggy abysses, that it has strong 
fortifications, and along with fortified, almost impregnable cities, as well as rich and 
powerful local lords.” Apart from this, they cherish eternal friendship and alliance 
with the Hungarian king, and have concluded an agreement to provide military assis- 
tance in case one of the signatory parties is attacked”'. Encouraged by this arrange- 
ment, Bostroi did not want to listen to the Sultan, or to become subjugated to him in 
any way. 

For these reasons, Mehmed II the Conqueror mounted a campaign against Bosnia in 
1463, captured several fortifications and occupied the entire country”. Kritoboulos of 
Imbros provides a detailed description of the events in 1464, when the Hungarian king 
attacked Bosnia and recaptured Jajce from the Turks, who responded by mounting a 
counter-offensive and a "second siege of this city"^. The author provides a very vivid 


© J. KALIC, Beograd u srednjem veku, Beograd 1967, pp. 56-59; Sirmijum — Sremska Mitrovica, Srem- 
ska Mitrovica 1969, pp. 50-56 (B. FERJANCIC), pp. 59-62 (S. ĆIRKOVIĆ); Istorija srpskog naroda, I, Beo- 
grad 1981, p. 265 (S. CIRKOVIC); J.V.A. FINE, The Late Medieval Balkans. A Critical Survey from the Late 
Twelfth Century to the Ottoman Conquest, Ann Arbor 1987, p. 17 sq. 


7 DIR. REINSCH, Kritobulos of Imbros — Learned Historian, Ottoman raya and Byzantine Patriot, 
ZRVI 40 (2003), pp. 297-311. 


!'8 J, RADONIC, Kritovul, vizantijski istorik XV veka, Glas Srpske kraljevske akademije, drugi razred 73, 
Beograd 1930, p. 80 sq.; Z. UDAL'COVA, К voprosu o social'no-politiceskih vzgljadah vizantijskogo isto- 
rika XV v. Kritovula, VV 12 (1957), p. 172 sq. 


© Critobuli Imbriotae Historiae, ed. D.R. REINSCH, Berlin - New York 1983, р. 175. 
2 Ibidem. 
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? Ibidem, p. 186 sq. Cf. В. RADIĆ, Bosna u istorijskom delu Kritovula sa Imbrosa, ZRVI 43 (2006), 
pp. 141-154. 
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account abounding in interesting information indicating that Byzantine historians must 
have possessed rather accurate and ample knowledge about this event. 

A description of the last days of the medieval Bosnian state is also supplied by Kri- 
toboulos's younger contemporary Laonikos Chalkokondyles^. However, it is worth 
mentioning that he has enriched it by adding some new data. In contrast to these two, 
Doukas does not mention Bosnia at all, and George Sphrantzes refers to it once, only in 
passing”. Nonetheless, it ought to be emphasized that the data supplied by Michael 
Kritoboulos and Laonikos Chalkokondyles lag behind some other sources of different 
genre and origin. 

The fall of the medieval Bosnian state was registered in four Byzantine Short 
Chronicles. These consisted of concise notes, written in Greek and chiefly linked with 
a particular period or year, thus presenting succinct information about some important 
events. These chronicles, referring to the fall of Bosnia, are also called, “The Chroni- 
cles About the Turkish conquests". Three of them have recorded that in the year “6971 
after the formation of the world" (the year 1463), the Sultan Mehmed, conquered Bos- 
nia^5; while the fourth informs that the Turks subjugated the Dalmatians”. In spite of 
the aura of mystery surrounding this piece of news, there is no doubt that the described 
event was the fall of Bosnia”. The fact that the population of Bosnia were called Dal- 
matians by Kritoboulos of Imbros, and also by the anonymous writers of the Short 
Chronicles who could not have read Kritoboulos's history, indicates that in the post- 
Byzantine period the term ‘Dalmatians’ was used to designate the population of Bosnia 
perhaps more frequently than it has been formerly thought. 

Of post-Byzantine sources, an excellent source of ample information on the demise 
of the medieval Bosnian state is offered by the so-called “Chronicle on the Turkish 
Sultans”, the source standing symbolically at the very end of the long history of Greek 
pragmatic historiography. This spiritual vertical, spanning over two thousand years, 
stems from Herodotus and, in particular, Thucydides, and ends with the Chronicle on 
the Turkish Sultans, composed in the closing years of the 16", or most probably, in the 
first quarter of the 17" century”. Bosnia is also mentioned in Ecthesis chronica, which 


24 Laonici Chalcocondylae historiarum demonstrationes, ed. E. DARKO, II, Budapest 1927, pp. 277- 
289. Cf. I. GOLDSTEIN, Bizantski izvori o osmanskom osvajanju Bosne 1463. godine, Zbornik radova o fra 
Andjelu Zvizdovicu, Sarajevo — Fojnica 2000, p. 231 sq. 

? GIORGIO SFRANZE, Cronaca, ed. R. MAISSANO, Roma 1990, p. 148. Cf. В. RADIĆ, Četiri zane- 
marena podatka o srednjovekovnoj Bosni, (in:) Spomenica Milana Vasica, Banja Luka 2005, pp. 160-161. 


26 р SCHREINER, Die byzantinischen Kleinchroniken, 1, Wien 1975, p. 453, Ne 25; p. 477, № 21; p. 536, 
Ne 51. 


7 Ibidem, p. 578, № 4. 


?5 B. FERJANCIC, Vesti Kratkih hronika o srpskoj srednjovekovnoj istoriji, Glas Srpske akademije nauka 
і umetnosti CCCXXXVIII, Odeljenje istorijskih nauka knj. 3, Beograd 1983, pp. 169-170. 


? С. ZORAS, Xpovikóv лєрї тоу Тодркоу ZovAtdvov (кота tov BapBepivov кобіка 111), Athina 1958, 
p. 29 sq. Cf. R. RADIC, "Hronika o turskim sultanima" kao izvor za istoriju Bosne, (in:) Zbornik radova sa 
naučnog skupa “Zemlja Pavlovića: srednji vijek i period turske vladavine”, Banja Luka — Sarajevo 2003, 
pp. 327-344. 
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provides several pieces of information on the country”. It is further mentioned in the 
Life of Saint Paraskeve, who lived in the 10" century and whose relics were transferred 
from Constantinople to Turnovo, which then reached Belgrade via Vidin and KruSevac, 
and whose journey was to have ended in lasi after spending some time in Constantin- 
ople. In addition to the Slavic Life of Saint Paraskeve penned by the Patriarch of 
Turnovo Euthymios in the 14" century, the Greek Life was composed Dy the learned 
Matthew, Metropolitan of Myra in the first quarter of the 17" century”. He supplied 
some general data about attacks of the Ottomans on Bosnia and Serbia at the end of the 
14" and in the first half of the 15" centuries". 

To conclude, the analysis of information on Bosnia found in Byzantine sources 
clearly indicates that from the point of view of Byzantine historians Bosnia passed 
through several stages. First it was part of Serbia, as was registered in De adminis- 
trando imperio by Constantine Porphyrogennetos (10^ century). In the ensuing period, 
it remained part of Serbia, but with a somewhat altered status, since in the 12° century 
John Kinnamos noted down that “the Drina river divides Bosnia from the rest of Ser- 
bia". Finally, according to fifteenth-century Byzantine historians, it was an independent 
state, like Serbia or Hungary. 


30 Ecthesis Chronica and Chronicon Athenarum, ed. SP.P. LAMBROS, London 1902 (reprint: Amster- 
dam 1969), p. 22. Cf. DJ. TOŠIĆ, Poslednja bosanska kraljica Mara (Jelena), Zbornik za istoriju Bosne 
i Hercegovine 3 (2002), pp. 51, 58-59. 
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Ne 651, p. 449. 


* A. PAPADOPOULOS-KERAMEUS, Avdiskra тўс іғросодуштікӣс otayvodoyiac, 1, Sanktpeter- 
burg 1891, p. 449. Cf. RADIC, Cetiri zanemarena podatka, pp. 162-164. 
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L'HISTOIRE ECCLESIASTIQUE DE MESEMBRIA - CENTRE DE 
COMMUNICATION FRONTALIERE ENTRE LA BULGARIE ET BYZANCE 


La premiére communauté ecclésiastique chrétienne de Mesembria-Nesebar et 
l'évéché institué plus tard sur sa fondation, sont parmi les plus anciens, non seulement 
dans les territoires bulgares actuels, mais également dans la Péninsule balkanique. 
Plusieurs faits démontrent la pénétration précoce et la propagation du christianisme 
dans la ville, située au bord de la mer Noire. Cette pénétration premiére du 
christianisme dans la région de la mer Noire est liée avec l'activité de l'apótre André 
(I s. ap. J.-C.). Selon l'éclaircissement provenant d'une source vénitienne tardive, une 
des églises mesembriennes, Ste Sofia, connue aujourd'hui comme la Vieille métropole 
(V-VI s.), conserva jusqu'en 1257 la main et la máchoire de l'apótre!. 

Selon Le Synaxaire de l'Église de Constantinople (IX-X s.), les villes de la mer 
Noire comme Odessos (auj. Varna), Anchialo (auj. Pomorie) peut-étre également 
Mesembria, à l'époque de l'empereur romain Domitien (81-96), étaient fréquentées par 
une certaine sainte Sébastienne, disciple et adhérente de 1'apótre Paul. Sous le règne de 
Licinius (308-324) une autre prédicatrice et martyre de la foi chrétienne, sainte Irène, 
entra dans la ville de Mesembria et y rencontra l’empereur’. 

Dès la fondation première de l’organisation ecclésiastique de la Péninsule 
balkanique et particulièrement dans la région de la Mer Noire, Nesebar devint un 
centre épiscopal. Pierre — «évêque de la ville de Mesembria, devouée à Jésus Christ»" | 
prit part en 325 au Premier concile cecuménique de Nicée. 

Le supérieur de l'église locale, qui faisait partie du diocése du patriarcat de 
Constantinople, fut élevé au VI s. au grade d'archevéque autocéphale dans l'éparchie 
Haemimonte avec pour centre Hadrianopolis (auj. Edirne)*. L'archevéque autocéphale 


! В. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, Нови данни за историята на България и град Несебър, Векове, 1 (1972) 3, с. 14. 


? Synaxarium ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae. Propylaeum ad ASS, Novembris, ей. Н. DELEHAYE, Bruxelles 
1902, p. 50-51. 


> M. KONSTANTINIDES, “Н Meceufipia тоб Evécivov, Athen 1945, p. 131. 
* E. CHRYSOS, Zur Entstehung der Institution der autokephalen Erzbistümer, BZ 62 (1969), p. 285. 
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n'était pas subordonné au métropolite, mais au patriarche de Constantinople, et aprés 
une décision du Saint-Synode, c'est ce dernier qui l'ordonna en personne. C'est une 
promotion qui, en méme temps, conserve son titre épiscopal. A cette occasion, à 
l'époque de l'empereur Justinien I” le Grand (525-565) furent vraisemblablement 
construites la cathédrale Ste Sophia et Notre Dame de la Pitié, la dernière devenant un 
centre autour duquel fut bâti un monastère célèbre”. Dans les actes l'archevéque 
autocéphale de Nesebar continue d'étre nommé uniquement par son titre épiscopal. 
Dans les procès-verbaux du Concile cecuménique de Constantinople (680-681), quand, 
pour la première fois, fut mentionné le concept national et politique de «Bulgarie» dans 
la région du Danube inferieur, on peut lire: «Pierre, par la bienveillance de notre Dieu 
Jésus Christ, évêque de la ville de Mesembria, dévouée au christianisme». Dans les 
procès-verbaux du Concile cecuménique in Trullo (692), on marque la présence? de 
Mamalos, épiscope de la ville de Mesembria de Haemimonte’. Dans la liste épiscopale 
du Concile œcuménique de Nicée (787), les villes Byza, Arcadiopolis, Drisipara et 
Mesembria, dont Léon fut le supérieur, sont mentionnées comme centres épiscopaux 
auprés du Patriarcat de Constantinople’. 

La première conquête bulgare de Nesebar, réalisée par le khan Krum (796-814) en 
octobre 812°, troubla pour une courte période la vraie vie ecclésiastique. Après la 
restitution de la ville dans les limites de l’empire byzantin en 816, l’organisation 
ecclésiastique fut restaurée; en témoignent deux cachets de plomb. Sur leurs faces est 
représentée la Sainte Vierge et tout autour on peut lire l’inscription suivante: «Notre 
Dame, aide- nous!» Au revers, il y a une inscription simple: «A David, évéque de 
Mesembria»'?. Le même supérieur ecclésiastique est mentionné dans un acte daté de 
850". 

L'appartenance ecclésiastique de l'épiscope de Mesembria aprés la conversion des 
Bulgares, la fondation de Г Église bulgare et son attribution au Patriarcat de 
Constantinople (865 et 869-870), ne sont pas très claires. On suppose que 1'éparchie de 
Mesembria à 1’ époque fit partie du diocèse de 1’ Archevéché bulgare. L'épiscope de 
Mesembria Timothée? participa au Concile cecuménique de Photios (879-880) à 
Constantinople. La deuxième moitié du IX° s. et le début du X^ s. se caractérisent par 
un accroissement essentiel du rôle du supérieur ecclésiastique de 1’éparchie frontière 
dans la réalisation de la communication ecclésiastique, politique et culturelle entre la 
Bulgarie et Byzance. La construction de l’église St. Jean le Précurseur doit être 


5 A. РАШЕНОВ, Месемврийски wepkeu, София 1932, c. 2-35. 
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probablement liée à l'activité constructive et aux efforts du prince Boris I”-Michail 
(852-889, t 907) et de son fils le tsar Syméon I” le Grand (893- 927)". 

La restitution de la ville de Mesembria dans les limites de l'empire byzantin à la fin 
du X^ s. lie de nouveau étroitement la ville à Constantinople. Les sources écrites, de 
méme que les données épigraphiques témoignent de l'attention que préte à la ville 
l'empereur Alexis I Comnéne (1081-1118). Gráce à sa généreuse assistance furent 
rebátis plusieurs églises et monastéres dans la ville, détruits et dévastatés à la suite des 
attaques ravageuses des Petchenégues et des Coumans’ 

Le byzantinologue français V. Laurent émettra la supposition que l'archevéque de 
Mesembria fut ordonné métropolite' avant février 1147, mais il est évident que le fait 
est bien antérieur. La participation du métropolite de Mesembria, signalée aux réunions 
synodales à Constantinople au mois de mai 1140 et en aoüt — octobre 1143, au cours 
desquelles furent condamnés les apologistes des massaliens et des bogomiles!$, 
démontre sans ambiguïté que le supérieur ecclésiastique de Mesembria avait déjà reçu 
le titre de métropolite, en raison de quoi il est devenu membre du Synode. Un fait 
curieux mais aussi trés important pour l'histoire de l'orthodoxie est la partcipation du 
supérieur ecclésiastique de Mesembria, Gregorios, au conseil significatif du Synode, 
dans la cathédrale Ste Sophia à Constantinople le 24 juillet 1054", quand les délégués 
papaux prononcent un anathéme contre le patriarche Michel I” Cérulaire (1043-1058) 
et, de cette facon, provoquent le schisme entre les Église catholique et orthodoxe. 
Dans le document de cette réunion, qui est d'une grande importance, la signature du 
métropolite de Mesembria figure en dernier. Les faits démontrent que la promotion de 
l'archevéque de Mesembria au titre de métropolite doit étre datée d'avant le milieu du 
ХГ s. A cette occasion, on doit préter attention à une découverte intéressante. Il s'agit 
de la bague-sceau en bronze du XY. s., récemment découverte à Nessebar et portant les 
traces d'une argenture et le portrait de St. Georges le Victorieux'®. Probablement la 
bague avait appartenu à un ecclésiastique supérieur local. Son utilisation dans la 
correspondance de l’ecclésiastique renforce la véracité d'une telle présomption. Dans 
la deuxième moitié du ХПГ s. jusqu'en 1192 les métropolites de Mesembria Théodoros 
et Basilios participent réguliérement aux réunions du Synode!” de Constantinople. Il est 
important de noter que Basilios, qui, en comparaison avec les autres métropolites, resta 
à son poste assez longtemps, prit part le 24 mai 1171 à une réunion du Synode, au 
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cours de laquelle les évêques byzantins prêtèrent serment de fidélité à à l'empereur 
Manuel I” Comnéne (1143-1180) et à son fils nouveau-né Alexis? 

En 1201, Varna et le rivage entier de la Mer noire furent restaurés dans les limites 
du royaume bulgare. Le tsar Ivan Asen II (1218-1241) s'occupa plus particuliérement 
de la ville, sa métropole et la construction de nouvelles églises. Dans le Synodique de 
l’Église bulgare (XIII-XIV) on peut lire ce qui suit: «Quant aux métropolites que nous 
allons mentionner maintenant, au temps du régne du pieux tsar Asen, ils étaient sous le 
pouvoir du Patriarcat de Tarnovo et c'est alors qu'ils sont morts: Vasilii, Marco, 
Nikodim, Prokl, Dorotei, Partenii, métropolites de Nesebar — requiem aeternam». Il 
est trés difficile de répondre à la question si les six métropolites cités dans ce texte, 
n'occupérent le tróne métropolitain de Nesebar que lors du régne d'Ivan Asen II ou sur 
toute la durée de la domination bulgare sur la ville. C'est précisement au cours du 
régne d' Ivan Asen II que Nesebar devint un centre de communication entre le 
Royaume bulgare et 1 Empire de Nicée. Dans ce sens sont trés significatifs, mais peu 
remarqués, deux faits trés intéressants. D’après la Vie de St. Sava de Serbie (t 1235), 
lors de son retour des négociations de Nicée concernant la restauration du Patriarcat 
bulgare, le saint traversa Constantinople et se dirigea ensuite en bateau vers la Bulgarie 
où il arriva à Nesebar. C'est là précisément que l'ont accueilli les « nobles servants » 
du tsar Ivan Asen II qui l'ont conduit à Tarnovo? 22 à cheval. En 1257, Mesembria fut 
attaquée et prise par la flotte vénitienne, les églises et leurs reliques furent mises à 
sac”. 
Selon le principe médieval «Cuius regio, eius ecclesia», en 1263, le boyard bulgare 
Mitzo, prétendant au trône de Tarnovo, livra Nesebar et les villes au sud à l'empereur 
byzantin, et la métropole locale fut de nouveau englobée dans le diocése du patriarcat 
de Constantinople”. Le métropolite de Mesembria Leontios fut parmi les supérieurs 
ecclésiastiques qui ont adhéré à l’union conclue en 1274 entre l’Église romaine et le 
patriarcat de Constantinople” lors du deuxième concile de Lyon. Selon une 
supposition, le métropolite occupa cette chaire jusqu’en 1277, et par la suite, il fut 
ordonné patriarche de Tarnovo, étant fortement apprecié par le tsar bulgare“. Cette 
supposition paraît invraisemblable car à cette époque précisément, le trône patriarcal de 
Tarnovo était occupé par Ignatii et ce n'est pas par hasard que dans une note en marge 
du célèbre évangile de Tarnovo (1276-1277) celui-ci ést glorifié comme «appui de 
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l'orthodoxie»^", A une époque ой la cour royale de Tarnovo était un adversaire déclaré 
de l'union avec l'Église romaine et ralliait les mécontents de sa conclusion par 
l’Empire byzantin^, il était absolument impossible qu'un ecclésiastique byzantin, 
adhérant de l'union, soit accepté comme patriarche. Ainsi Léontios n'est pas 
mentionné dans le Synodique de 1'Église bulgare comme patriarche de Tarnovo 

En 1278, au temps du patriarcat de Jean XI Bekkos (1275-1282), l'uniate 
Constantin, métropolite de Mesembria, contribua à la prise de la décision synodale au 
sujet du mariage du despote Michel avec Anna”, fille de l'empereur. Par suite de la 
réaction négative envers la politique uniate dans l'empire byzantin, il céda sa chaire au 
nouveau chef ecclésiastique de la métropole, Théodore, qui, en 1285, en plein été, 
participa au concile de Blacherne qui déclara la déposition du patriarche Jean Bekkos, 
adepte des uniates («f Humble métropolite de Mesembria et hypertime Théodore, 
aprés avoir décidé, j'ai signé») ' La décision synodale de 1292 qui condamna 
«l'hérésie latine» est le reflet de sa position négative envers l’Église romaine et ses 
adeptes ^. 

Le patriarche de Constantinople Jean XII Cosmas (1294-1303,) qui attire l'attention 
par son activité, est un personnage vraiment intéressant”. Dans sa chronique en vers 
«Des empereurs et les patriarches» Ephraim (XIV s.) dit que celui-ci provient de 
Mesembria. 


«Apres avoir quitté le Saint-Siége, 

L'homme pieux et trés fin, Ioannes, 

Sans défauts, tranquille, tróne de vertus, 

Illustre non seulement parmi les moines, mais aussi parmi les prétres 
Rempli des richesses de la bonté cordiale, 

Entra en fonction dignement et avec honneur. 

II provenait du pays de Mesembria 

Et autrefois était marié et avait un enfant, 

Mais plus tard il divorca et se livra à la vie ascétique 


Pendant laquelle il devint patriarche de la Nouvelle Rome»™. 


Aprés sa déposition du siége patriarcal, il se fit moine au monastére de St. Ioannes 
Prodromos sur une ile prés de Sozopolis. En 1304, il joua un róle important lors des 
négociations sur de la conclusion de la paix entre la Bulgarie et Byzance, en sa qualité 


77 Б. НИКОЛОВА, Устройство и управление на Българската православна църква (IX-XIV e.), 
София 1997, с. 260-261. 


2 GEORGIUS PACHYMERES, Relationes historicae, ЇЇ, Parisiis 1984, p. 545. 

2 Синодик царя Борила, р. 91. 

9 Twdvvns Вёкос, Хоуобікӣ rpdyuarta, ей. M. GEDEON, Archeon ekklesiastikes 1 (1911), p. 50. 
?! V. LAURENT, Les signatures du second Synode des Blakhernes, EO 26 (1927), р. 147. 
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d'envoyé du tsar Todor Svetoslav (1300- 1321)”. La longue domination bulgare sur 
Nesebar pendant la période 1304-1366% eut une influance favorable sur son re- 
marquable enrichissement économique, mais également sur sa fortune ecclésiastique. 
Le tsar Ivan Alexandre (1331-1371) avantagea les monastéres de Ste Vierge Eleusa et 
de St Nicolas d'Emona par des chartes donatrices. Le texte de la donation inscrite sur 
l'encadrement d'argent de la célébre icóne de Nesebar, datée de 1341-1342 et offerte 
par son oncle Samuel, fournit des renseignements supplémentaires à ce sujet””. C'est 
justement à cette époque que fut restaurée l'église du monasére de Ste Vierge Eleusa 
et furent báties plusieurs nouvelles églises comme Pantokrator, St. loannes Alitour- 
ghetos, St Michel et St Gabriel. L’ aspect architectural de la ville changea visiblement, 
et c'est à cette époque qu'elle devint le centre ecclésiastique et religieux le plus 
important du littoral bulgare de la Mer Noire. Il n'est pas fortuit, qu'entre 1346 et 1350 
«sur la montagne d'Hémone, prés de de Nesebar sur le Pont Euxin», dans l'un des 
monastéres locaux séjournérent le fameux hesychaste bulgare Théodosii de Tarnovo 
(t 1363) et son éléve Roman”. Plus tard, celui-là créa le célébre couvent de Kilifarevo 
prés de Tarnovo «oü affluérent des moines non seulement d'origine bulgare, mais aussi 
serbe, hongroise et valaque, de méme que des habitants de la région de Nesebar» 9. Ces 
faits démontrent la présence de liens dynamiques entre le clergé de la capitale bulgare 
Tarnovo et celui de Nesebar et ses environs. 

La position du métropolite de Mesembria semble obscure. On émet la supposition 
qu'après l incorporation de la ville au Royaume bulgare, le patriarche de Tarnovo 
n'osa pas remplacer le clergé byzantin, mais priva le tróne métropolitain de supérieur 
eccléesiastique" . De fait le lien entre le métropolite local et le patriarcat de 
Constantinople ne fut pas rompu. En témoignent les listes de l'éparchie du XIII-XIV" s. 
où la métropole de Mesembria figure immuablement””. Y peuvent être ajoutés quelques 
témoignages peu utilisés et jusqu'à présent inconnus. Dans un manuscrit byzantin du 
début du XIV* s. conservé à la Bibliothéque nationale autrichienne, il est noté à deux 
reprises qu'il appartient à «Neilos, humble métropolite de Mesembria et hypertime.»^ 
Jusqu'à présent, son nom n'est pas mentionné dans d'autres sources. 

Pendant la première moitié du XIV” s., les actes synodaux du patriarcat de Constan- 
tinople ne portent aucune trace du métropolite de Mesembria, mais dans un document 
du patriarcat, daté du 15 aoüt 1351, sa signature apparait inopinément («t L'humble 
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* И. Дуйчев, Из старата българска книжнина, II, София 1944, с. 140-147. 
* A. РАШЕНОВ, ор. cit., р. 36-88. 


* Житие и жизнь преподобнаго отца нашего Теодосия, стъкми за издание В.Н. Златарски, 
C6HYHK 20 (1904), с. 17. 
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métropolite de Mesembria et hypertime Neophytos en compagnie de celle du métro- 
polite de Sozopolis, Théodosios»)^. Si les signatures en question ne sont pas tardives, 
ce qui est peu vraisemblable car elles sont apposées avec une encre différente, on peut 
supposer qu'à ce moment les liens entre les métropolites du littoral de la Mer noire et 
l'Église byzantine sont déjà rétablis. Mais une telle supposition n'est pas trés plausible. 

En résultat de la campagne du comte Amédée IV de Savoie en 1366-1367, lancée 
contre le littoral bulgare de la Mer noire, les villes et les forteresses d'Ahtopol, de 
Sozopolis, d'Anchialo, de Nesebar, d'Emona et de Koziak passérent sous le pouvoir 
byzantin. De ce fait, le patriarcat de Constantinople procéda à la nomination de 
préposés aux métropoles du bord de la Mer Noire. Selon sa décision synodale de 
septembre 1368, la métropole de Mesembria, restée longtemps vacante, fut donnée à 
Vyza Neophyte, résidant à ce moment à Stavropolis. En supplément, on lui octroya 
l’archevêché d Anchialo et il fut investi de tous les droits qui en découlent, sauf celui 
d'accéder au trône”. En avril 1369, au patrimoine du métropolite de Mesembria et 
proédros d'Anchialo on rajouta les biens vacants de la métropole de Varna, comme 
suit: Petrić, Provat (auj. Provadia), Galata, Kićevo, Emona et Кагуоцпа®. Une charte 
du patriarche de Constantinople Philothée Kokkinos (1 1364-1376), datée du 18 avril 
1369, remet le monastére dépérissant de Mesembria, Jésus Christ Acropolite (auj. 
submergé par la mer), au moine Makarios, en qualité d'archimandrite et supérieur. 
Celui-ci s’engagea «à améliorer son état», grâce à des ressources personnelles, et à 
payer les impóts traditionnels kanonikon et kaniskion au trésorier du patriarcat. 
Entretemps, en 1369 ]e despote de Dobroudja, Dobrotitsa (1360-1385), obtint les 
forteresses de Koziak (auj. Obzor) et d'Emona qui furent tout de suite laissées «aux 
soins épiscopaux de celui qui occupe actuellement la chaire de Varna»? 
Probablement, la cause en est le décés du métropolite de Nesebar, Néophyte. A la 
méme époque, en avril 1372, par un acte synodal l'archevéque de Maronnée, 
Antonios, fut préposé à la métropole de Mesembria. Au mois de juin de la méme 
année, il souleva devant le Synode la question de sa privation illégitime des forteresses 
de Koziak et d'Emona, autrefois soumises à son autorité, et l'on se prononga en sa 
faveur: «Les deux forteresses feront partie de la métropole de Mesembria en tant que 
ses domaines paroissiaux et suivant leur situation primitive.» ^ 

En 1379, l'empereur byzantin Jean V Paléologue (1341-1391) délivra une charte 
(prostagma) en vertu de laquelle les monastéres de Mesembria à statut stauropighial _ 
Jesus Christ Acropolite, Ste Vierge Hagiosotirissa et St Vlas, furent soumis à l'autorité 
du métropolite de Nesebar”. Un peut plus tard, en novembre 1381, le patriarche de 


“J. DARROUZES, Les regestes du Patriarcat de Constantinople, I, 5, Les regestes de 1310 a 1376, Paris 
1977, n. 2326, p. 269-271. 
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Constantinople s'est vu obligé de confirmer la charte de l'empereur par une charte 
personnelle oü il précise que le métropolite de Mesembria pourrait «les régir comme 
patriarcales»?! à vie. Ces biens essentiels acquis par 1’éparchie de Nesebar entre 1372 
et 1381 étaient dus à 1a ferveur du remarquable méropolite Antonios. II prit part à de 
nombreuses réunions synodales et à l'adoption de décisions importantes comme il suit: 
en juillet 1381, au sujet de l'ordination du moine Cassien comme métropolite de 
Vidin, sur la requéte du tsar de Vidin, Ivan Sratsimir (1356-1396); le 23 novembre 
1381, lors de l'excommunication du métropolite de Bourougrad (Peritheorion), 
Dorothée, sous prétexte de collaboration avec les conquérants ottomans”. Il paraît qu'à 
sa mort, Paísios lui succéda. En novembre 1387, un métropolite de Nesebar, dont le 
nom n'est pas désigné, participa au conseil du Synode pour l'élection de Matheios 
comme métropolite de Kizik”. Au mois de juin 1391 fut délivrée une procuration au 
métropolite de Mesembria de posséder à vie et en fonction d'exarque les monastéres 
patriarcaux de Mesembria, cités ci-dessus, d'avoir soin de leur état, leur amélioration et 
leur enrichissement dans le domaine spirituel, de méme que matériel. Il jouira de tous 
les pouvoirs et sera investi de droits par l'Église autocéphale patriarcale, mais aura 
l'obligation de payer «1’annuel kanonikon dû à l'Église supróme» *. Le transfert de 
droits du patriarcat de Constantinople au métropolite de Mesembria lors du dernier 
quart du XIV* s. représente un phénoméne tout à fait nouveau et il est évident qu'il fut 
en liaison avec l'énorme déchéance économique et matérielle des monastères de 
Nesebar et de ses alentours au cours des conquétes ottomanes. Donc la tutelle du 
pouvoir ecclésiastique local parait plus efficace et importante. En 1392-1393, le nom 
de Paisios comme supérieur de la métropole de Nesebar apparait dans plusieurs actes 
synodaux: au sujet de l'excommunication du prétre Andronicos Vasilikon et de la 
promulgation des chartes relatives à certains monastéres du Mont Athos”. 

Selon la Chronique de Nesebar des XIV-XV” s., les Turcs prirent la ville pour la 
premiére fois en octobre 1396, mais leur domination fut courte. Alors ils déportérent 
une partie de la population à Cimos (auj. Akheloi)”. Tous ces événements, de méme 
que le manque de sûreté, typique de la période de 1403 à 1413 dans la Péninsule 
balkanique, exercérent leur influence sur l'état de l'Église. L’incertitude, la 
désorganisation de la vie ecclésiastique et le manque de préposés à l’Église forcérent 
le Synode de Constantinople à investir en décembre 1400 le métropolite de Héraclée, 
Théophanes, des droits d'exarchat sur les églises de Thrace, de Macédoine et de la 
région de la Mer noire, restées sans évêques”. 

La stabilisation du patriarcat de Constantinople et du despotat de Mesembria dans 
les années 20 du XV" s. ranimérent la vie ecclésiastique locale. En ces temps le 
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métropolite de Mesembria fut Jacques (fakobos), décédé le 28 septembre 1428”. 
L'épitaphe récemment publiée de «la servante de Dieu, Théodora» de Mesembria, 
décédée cette méme année, est d'une perfection graphique et d'une élégance de la 
version inouies. Certainement, elle mérite notre attention: 


«t La tombe est là! Oh! Quel secret horrible, 

Une énorme vague de chagrin se souleva, 

Maintenant la lune, et la constellation 

Nous envoient au lieu de rayons, des torrents de larmes! 
Malheur à moi, on l'a arrachée à jamais à nous! 

Quelle créature as-tu massacrée, oh, fatalité! 

Mais, Créateur de la terre, de la mer et de tout, 

Donne-lui la paix éternelle dans le palais des saints. 
Puisque c'est toi qui mérites des louanges pour l'éternité! 
Ainsi est morte la servante de Dieu Théodora. 

Le 18° jour du mois d'octobre, année 6937, VI indiction.»?? 


Les informations sur les chefs ecclésiastiques de Mesembria, avant la conquéte de 
la ville par les Turcs au printemps de 1453 et jusqu'à la fin du XV^ s., sont assez 
fragmentaires, mais quand méme elles provoquent 1'intérét. 

II est significatif que le préposé ecclésiastique de Mesembria est parmi ceux qui 
refusèrent de participer aux négociations pour la conclusion d'une union avec l’Église 
romaine à Ferrara-Florence en 1438-1439. En revanche, y prirent part les représentants 
des éparchies bulgares, les métropolites de Tarnovo, d'Anchialo, de Drastar (auj. 
Silistra) et de Melnik*. En juillet 1443, l'empereur Jean VIII Paléologue (1425-1448) 
décida de réformer l'Église dans l'esprit de l'union. Lors du Synode convoqué à 
Constantinople par le patriarche ne se présentérent que les métropolites de Mesembria 
et d'Anchialo, les représentants de Thessalonique, de Sérès et d'Hadrianople ayant 
refusé de venir. De plus, le métropolite de Mesembria exprima clairement son hostilité 
envers l'union?!. 

Dans un codex de Nesebar de la fin du XVI et du début du ХУП s., non publié et 
conservé aujourd'hui au monastére d'Iviron au mont Athos (une copie existe dans la 
collection des manuscrits de la Bibliothéque nationale St Cyrille et St Méthode à 
Sofia), on annonce qu'au printemps 1453 Mesembria fut livrée au chef turc Karadja- 
beg à condition de la préservation des églises locales. Aprés la prise de Constantinople, 
plusieurs Byzantins célébres arrivérent à Mesembria «puisqu'ils ne voulaient pas 
s'éloigner de leur patrie chérie». Ils avaient de différentes occupations. Les plus 
éminents reçurent la dignité d' «archonte» (notable) et continuérent d'exercer un certain 
pouvoir politique dans leur nouvelle patrie. C'est à leur sujet que l'auteur anonyme 
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déduit: «par leur bienveillance, leur comportement et leur talent ils firent le joug moins 
pénible pour leurs concitoyens et à maintes reprises ils écartérent des périls funestes. „62 

Nikolaos Isidore et Démétrios Mandromin figurent parmi eux. En 1453 encore, ils 
investirent des moyens dans la récolte et la vente du sel des salines d' Anchialo™ 

Afin de s’occuper des affaires de 1’église locale en 1454-1455, a Mesembria 
séjourna le fameux écrivain loannes Evghenikos, diacre et gérant de la métropole de 
Lacédémone™. Entre 1474 et 1477, le métropolite de Mesembria était Pahomios, 
mentionné Plusieurs fois dans les sources. Son successeur sur le trône en 1488 fut 
Dosithéos?. Au XV* s., un certain Bartoloméo, moine de Mesembria, arrivé jusqu'en 
Calabre, offrit au monastère de Saggiracio sa copie personnelle d’un manuscrit, 
renfermant sa poésie dédicatoire®. Dans une liste des métropolites et des évêques 
subordonnés à Constantinople, rédigée après 1453, figurent les territoires bulgares 
contemporains de Tarnovo, Philippopolis (auj. Plovdiv), Melnik, Vidin, Mesembria, 
Sofia, Sozopolis, Anchialo, Varna, Drastar (auj. Silistra), Nevrokop (auj. G. Delchev). 
Parmi eux, «le métropolite de Tarnovo en Bulgarie tenait (sous son autorité) les 
evéchés suivants: celui de Cerven, de Loveé et de Preslav», gt «le métropolite 
4’ Adrianople à Haemimonte n'en avait qu'un — celui 4’ Akhtopol»?". Le bérat de 1483, 
délivré par le sultan Bayazid II (1481-1512), donna au patriarche de Constantinople un 
certain nombre de vilayets dans le territoire bulgare contemporain. On y mentionne 
ceux de Sozopolis, d'Anchialo, de Mesembria, Varna, Philippopolis, Sofia, Tarnovo, 
Silistra et Vidin®, qui à l'exception de Melnik et Nevrokop, coincident avec les 
centres ecclésiastiques mentionnées dans la liste précitée. En d’autres mots, à 
l’époque, Nesebar fut simultanément un centre métropolitain et un vilayet. 

La longue histoire ecclésiastique de Mesembria-Nesebar au Moyen âge démontre 
comment une ville peut devenir un bon exemple de centre de communication 
frontalière entre la Bulgarie et Byzance. Celle-ci se manifesta à travers de nombreuses 
activités des deux empires voisins, lesquelles transformèrent la ville en un site de 
pèlerinage: sauvegarde de la métropole, constructions intensives, donations pour les 
monastères et les églises, activité ecclésiastique et littéraire commune de créateurs 
célèbres, une situation honorable du métropolite de Nesebar dans le Synode de 
Constantinople et de Tarnovo, séjour permanent des familles aristocrates bulgares et 
byzantines dans la ville — Nesebar fut un lieu particulier qui liait Constantinople et 
Tarnovo. 
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APPEARANCE AND INITIAL DEVELOPMENT OF APPANAGES 
IN THE BULGARIAN TSARDOM (LATE 12TH TO MID 13TH CENTURY) 


The history of the nascent Bulgarian Tsardom (1185-1396) is the history of a decen- 
tralized monarchy, in which it was only in rare instances that centralism prevailed and 
separatist elements lost their importance. From the end of the 12" through the end of 
the 14th or even the middle of the 15th century there existed in the Bulgarian lands 
numerous independent and semi-independent territories, varied in character, some of 
whom eventually evolving into separate states. According to the titles of their rulers, 
those principalities had the status of tsardoms, despotates, etc. It was comparatively 
early too that the first appanages appeared in the Bulgarian Tsardom. 

The concept of the appanage originated in France during the Middle Ages. The 
word itself (apanagium, apanage, apanamentum) is derived from the Latin phrase ad 
panem, i.e. ‘for bread'. An appanage in Western Europe can be briefly defined as being 
the portion of a feudal inheritance assigned to the younger brother of the ruler as a 
means of subsistence!. Evidence suggests that, in broader practice an appanage was 
given by the king to his younger sons and their families not only as a means of subsis- 
tence, but also as а way of binding those territories situated beyond the scope of the 
royal prerogative’. Although the term appanage has been used in scholarly research 
outside Western Europe with regard to the Byzantine and Russian practices of handling 
domains, this has been done only tentatively, as in the medieval sources it is non- 
existent as a term denoting the transfer of landed property in the Balkans and Eastern 
Europe. 

The problem of appanages in the Balkans, and in Byzantium in particular is treated 
in two authoritative scholarly works, written by the Byzantinists John Barker and 


' Mediae Latinitatis lexicon minus, composuit J.F. NIERMEYER, Leiden-Boston-Köln 2001, p. 48. 
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Ljubomir Maksimovié*. L. Maksimovié's insightful study shows that the appanage in 
Byzantium took quite a long time to evolve since it appeared in a rudimentary form 
during the rule of the Comnenian dynasty (1081-1185), and its genesis was connected 
with the imposition of the hereditary dynastic principle of government. During the time 
of the Palaiologoi (1261-1453), the power of the aristocracy, based on wealth and 
privileges, became so great that it enabled the nobility as never before to seize lands 
and transform them into hereditary property. This practice became so widespread, that 
during the last century of its existence the Byzantine Empire functioned as a conglom- 
erate of аррапазез”. It was a system which implied the nominal partitioning of the 
state, within the circle of dynasty and government, into separate, usually quite vast, 
domains with a considerable degree of independence, among the young members of the 
ruling family, At the same time, however, the authors indicate certain considerable 
differences between the appanages of Western Europe and those present in the Byzan- 
tine Empire. 

In the Byzantine Empire the word appanage, in a narrow sense, designated a nearly 
independent territory granted by the emperor to a member of the imperial family, usu- 
ally a younger son, to secure the grantee a source of livelihood or to ensure a political 
and administrative connection between the provincial territory and the capital. The 
grantee characteristically maintained his own court, army, fiscal and judicial systems 
and often conducted an independent foreign policy. His income was derived from the 
exercise of administrative rights over the territory and from land he held within the 
territory, though the grant of the appanage itself did not implicitly include the right of 
hereditary transmission. While the practice of granting substantial estates to imperial 
relatives was begun as early as the reign of Alexios I Comnenus (1081-1118), the idea 
of an actual administrative partitioning of the empire between princes of the ruling dy- 
nasty was first entertained during the reign of the Byzantine emperor Michael VIII 
Palaiologos (1259-1282). The civil wars in the Byzantine Empire during the 14th cen- 
tury spurred the creation of new appanages. From the mid-14th century onwards, at one 
time or another, almost every younger son of the emperor held an appanage and most 
of the areas remaining in the empire were held as appanages: Thrace, Thessalonica 
with Macedonia, Thessaly and Morea. In a broader sense, an appanage may be con- 
ceived as any imperial grant to a person or institution, revocable at the will of the em- 
peror, which prompts some historians to compare the appanages held by members of 
the imperial family, by ecclesiastical institutions and by wealthy laymen with the mili- 
tary pronoia’. The Byzantine emperors’ purpose was to avoid the transformation of 
appanages into state formations independent from the empire and the promotion of the 
hereditary principle within them’. 


* Jb. МАКСИМОВИЋ, Генеза u карактер апанажа y Busanmuju, ЗРВИ 14-15 (1973), c. 103-154. 
> Ibidem, p. 150. 

$ Ibidem, p. 104. 

" ODB, vol. 1, p. 142. 

* P. SCHREINER, Byzanz, München 1986, p. 144. 
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In regards to scholarly research on the Bulgarian Tsardom, it should be noted that 
the term appanage had been used often enough over the past decades, but the appear- 
ance, evolution and nature of the phenomenon have not been specifically studied. The 
earliest elements of an appanage in the renascent Bulgarian Tsardom should be linked 
to the reign of the first Asen. As is generally known, in 1190 the Bulgarian Tsar Theo- 
dor-Petár (1185-1190; 1196-7) ceded the throne to his younger brother Asen I - Belgun 
(1190-1196), who had earned himself a reputation as a great commander. The Byzan- 
tine historian George Akropolites (1217-1282) wrote that the new Bulgarian Tsar 
“gave Petár to own and rule Veliki Preslav and Provat (modern Provadija) and the sur- 
rounding lands" (ive yàp ueydAn IpsoBAdBa kai ў ПроВатоос кої tà лєрї adTa). 
George Akropolites's account itself testifies that half a century later this territory was 
still called *Petár's land" (тоб Пётроо pa). It was actually a vast area with Veliki 
Preslav at its centre, in which the Fortress of Oveë (modern Provadija) was second in 
importance. It included the Ludogorie (now in northeastern Bulgaria) and Dobrudza 
(south of the Danubian Delta) and thus in 1190 “Petär’s land" spread over the best part 
of the territory of the renascent Bulgarian Tsardom'. It should be noted here that the 
very appearance and development of the appanage held by Tsar Theodor-Petár in 
northeastern Bulgaria was the result of certain pragmatic considerations. These in- 
cluded the possibility for simultaneous military action in several directions of the two 
brothers against Byzantium, the preservation of the power of the new royal family over 
the liberated territory in the context of a prolonged military conflict with the empire, 
and so forth. The sources do not provide clear evidence about Tsar Theodor — Petär’s 
life between 1190-1196, until his second accession to the throne in the Bulgarian capi- 
tal Tárnovo (modern Veliko Tárnovo, Bulgaria). Several times after 1190 the Byzan- 
tine historian Niketas Choniates (1155/7-1217) does not refer to the rule of a single 
Bulgarian tsar but to the deeds of the two brothers: “Petar with Asen” (Пётрос соу тф 
'Асёйу), “Petar and Asen” (Пётрос te кой 'Acàv)!!. In addition, such was the case in 
1195, when the new Byzantine Emperor Alexios III Angelos (1195-1203) sent emissar- 
ies to negotiate peace with Petar and Asen (Пётроу kai tov *Acdwv) ”. Concerning the 
events in Bulgaria later on, however, Niketas Choniates mentions only Asen with his 
speech before his compatriots and his actions against the Rhomaioi'”. Although he 
withdrew to his domains, Tsar Theodor-Petár continued in the following years to take 
part in the military campaigns against the Rhomaioi. He appears to have been able to 
temporarily conquer with his army the cities of Anchialos (modern Pomorie in Bul- 


? GEORGIUS ACROPOLITA, Historia, ed. A. HEISENBERG, Lipsiae 1903, p. 20. The information is re- 
peated in a slightly altered form by Theodorus Scutariota, who writes that Asen took a portion of his land 
and gave it to Petar ordering him to rule it - THEODORUS SCUTARIOTA, Compendium chronicum, (in:) C.N. 
SATHAS, Bibliotheca graeca medii aevi, Vol. VII, Parisiis 1894, pp. 45781-4584). 


(0 B. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, Добруджа от края na XII до XV век, (в:) И. БОЖИЛОВ, B. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, История na 
Добруджа, T. 2. Средновековие, Велико Търново 2005, с. 195. 


!! NICETAS CHONIATA, Historia, ed. Т.А. van DIETEN (CFHB Vol. XI/1), Berolini et Novi Eboraci 
1975, pp. 435.49), 436 89-00). 


1? NICETAS CHONIATA, Historia, р. 465 13-20). 
ЇЗ NICETAS CHONIATA, Historia, pp. 465(30)-469(36). 
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garia) and Varna, while Asen pushed west and captured Triaditsa (modern Sofia), 
Stoubion (in the vicinity of modern Stob on the Rila River, Bulgaria) and then headed 
towards Naisos (modern Niš in Serbia)'*. Niketas Choniates's account of the events in 
Bulgaria in 1196 allows us to assume that at the time of Tsar Asen I - Belgun's murder 
by his relative Ivanko, Theodor-Petár was not in Tárnovo, but had arrived slightly later 
and laid siege to the Bulgarian capital. The siege lasted about one or two weeks, during 
which time Ivanko sent word about the events to the emperor, who then aided them by 
dispatching an army led by Manuel Kamytzes. The Byzantine soldiers, however, didn't 
dare to engage in close combat with Theodor-Petär’s army and Ivanko was forced to 
flee to Byzantium. It was then that Tsar Theodor-Petár regained the throne in Tár- 
novo”, and “Petär’s land" united with Tárnovo's Tsardom to form a single territory 
ruled by the Bulgarian tsar. That put an end to the special status of the northeastern 
Bulgarian lands, south of the River Danube, justifiably described as a form of appanage 
rule . 

Among the manifestations of separatism in the Bulgarian lands at the end of the 15° 
and the beginning of the 13" century, it is hard to find domains which were received by 
the ruler as a means of subsistence of royal relations. Assuming that the Despot Alexij 
Slav obtained his territory in the Rhodope Mountains area from Tsar Kalojan (1197- 
1207), it could be claimed that during the rule of the Bulgarian Tsar Boril (1207-1218) 
it quickly developed from an appanage into a typically separatist territory". Initially, it 
covered Rhodope's western region with its center at the Fortress of Tsepina (near the 
modern village of Dorkovo, District of PazardZik). The chronicle of Henri de Valen- 
ciennes (13th c.) recounts that both Alexij Slav and Tsar Boril claimed the lands of the 
Rhodope region as their own and fought each other for that геазоп 8; the despot had 
owned those lands since an earlier time. Alexij Slav enlarged his territories in Pirin 
Macedonia and prior to 1216 transferred his residence to Melnik’. There he succeeded 
in building his own fiscal and administrative systems, kept his own army and led an 
independent policy. Moreover, his sigillion for the Melnik Monastery of the Holy Vir- 
gin Mary Speleotissa (1220) testifies that even the local bishop was subject to the des- 
pot’s will”. Quite telling is the fact that Alexij Slav continued to rule his lands for a 
long period, also during the reign of Ivan Asen II (1218-1241) and there is no evidence 


 NICETAS CHONIATA, Historia, р. 434q3.18. 
= NICETAS CHONIATA, Historia, pp. 47043-47249. 


'° И. Божилов, Фамилията на Асеневци (1186-1460). Генеалогия и просопография, София 1985, 
с. 41. 


' About Despot Alexij Slav and his domain see P. РАДИЋ, Обласни господари y Busaumuju kpajem 
XII u y npeum deyenujama XIII века, 3PBM 24-25 (1986), с. 235-245. 


8 HENRI DE VALENCIENNES, Histoire de | 'empereur Henri de Constantinople, publiée par J. 
LONGNON, Paris 1948, p. 48, $ 545. 


И. Божилов, Деспот Алексий Слав и Мелник, (т:) Българските земи през Средновековието 
(УП-ХУШ в.). Международна конференция в чест на 70-годишнината на проф. Александър Кузев. 
Варна 2005 (=Acta musei Varnaensis III-1), с. 81. 


20 Actes de Vatopédi, 1, Des origines à 1329, édition diplomatique par J. BOMPAIRE, J. LEFORT, 
V. KRAVARI, CHR. GIROS, Texte, Paris 2001, pp. 127-128, Ne 13. 
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of conflicts between the two. It is known that the Despot Alexij Slav's lands (totam 
terram de Sclave/Esclaves) were last mentioned in sources from 1228- 12297’. After his 
death (the date being unknown) his territories came once again under the direct rule of 
the tsar in Tarnovo. 

In a similar fashion emerged the lands of Sebastokrator Petar, brother-in-law of 
Mikhail II Asen (1246-1256). Apparently he was given this estate as a dowry after his 
marriage to опе of Tsar Ivan Asen Ils daughters”. His lands were mentioned repeat- 
edly as a territory apart from the Bulgarian Tsardom in the Treaty with Dubrovnik of 
15 June 1253: BZ ZEMA ZETE стого TH цретва Петра севастократора; BB ZEMAAĄ% EHCOKOPO 
севастократора PNA Петра; BB ZEMAAXS стого ти цретва и петровеҳъ севастократора. 
There is logic to the assumption that the "Jands of the Eminent Sebastokrator, Lord 
Petar” (темлаҳъ високого CEBACTOKPATOPA ГНА Петра) should be looked for somewhere in 
the northeastern parts of the Bulgarian state at that time”. It was this grain-producing 
region which was of particular interest to the Dubrovnik merchants. In his domain Pe- 
tár had his own fiscal and judicial authorities and the people of Dubrovnik explicitly 
stated that the clauses of the treaty, trade and legal ones alike, applied also to the lands 
of the eminent Sebastokrator Petär. 

Similar features to those of the appanage characterized the estate of the Bulgarian 
Despot Mitso. Like Sebastokrator Petár, Mitso (his name being a diminutive form of 
Mikhail) was given his estate as a dowry after his marriage to a daughter of Ivan 
Asen II”. It is not known when Mitso got into possession of his dowry, which included 
the area of the Fortress of Mesembria (modern Nesebár in Bulgaria). His strong posi- 
tion in the tsardom met with opposition from the bolyars in Tárnovo as well as from 
external powers. After Mikhail II Asen's assassination in 1256 and the failed attempt at 
bringing Kaliman II Asen, who was also assassinated, to the throne, Mitso's time came. 
His relation to the Asen dynasty was an important advantage in the struggle for the 
Bulgarian throne in Tárnovo. Meanwhile Mitso also annexed to his estate the old capi- 
tal Veliki Preslav, where a mint was established”°. A rivalry developed between Mitso 
and Rostislav Mikhajlović, ruler of Maćva, Russian prince and son-in-law of the Hun- 
garian king Béla IV (1235-1270). To eliminate the Bulgarian bolyar from the struggle 


*! Documenta veneta historiam Bulgariae et bulgarorum illustrantia saeculis XII-X V., ed. V. GJUZE- 
LEV, Serdicae 2001, pp. 31, 35. 


22 Божилов, Фамилията на Асеневци (1186-1460), с. 112 assumes that Sebastokrator Petár was mar- 
ried to Anna-Theodora. 


Sb рамоты болгарских царей, Труд Г.А. ИЛЬИНСКАГО, Москва 1911, с. 15626, 157.32, 35). 
24 В. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, Добруджа от края на ХИ до XV век, с. 199. 


2 GEORGIUS PACHYMERES, Relationes historicae, ed. A. FAILLER (CFHB 24), Paris 1984, vol. 2, p. 
449 20.21); NICEPHORUS GREGORAS, Byzantina historia, ed. L. SCHOPEN, I, Bonnae 1829, p. 60(s.9,. Accord- 
ing to В.Н. ЗЛАТАРСКИ, История na българската държава през средните векове, Т. Ш, София 1940, 
р. 471, бел. 6 Mitso was most probably married to Maria, first daughter of Ivan Asen II, born to Irina Com- 
nena. Tsar Ivan Asen II may have given his blessing to this marriage, but the wedding must have taken 
place some time during the reign of Tsar Mikhail II Asen, i.e. between 1246 and 1256. 


26 И, ЙОРДАНОВ, Монетосеченето на Мичо Асен (1256-1263) във Велики Преслав, Нумизматика 
XV, 4, (1981), с. 28; И. ЮРУКОВА, B. ПЕНЧЕВ, Български средновековни печати и монети, София 
1990, с. 176-178. 
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for the throne in Tárnovo, he sought the help of the Latin Empire of Constantinople. As 
a result on 14 June 1257 a Latin army on board ten Venetian galleys, commanded b by 
the nobleman Giacomo Doro attacked and after a brief siege captured Mesembria”. 
After a short while Mitso, who since 1257 had styled himself “tsar”, regained control 
over the town. In the course of almost six years he challenged the power of Tsar Kon- 
stantin Tikh Asen (1257-1277), newly acceded in Tárnovo. Mitso's estate guaranteed 
him a secure political position, evidently coupled with economic opportunities. He 
maintained his own army, which he used in his repeated clashes with the legitimate tsar 
in Tárnovo. During one of his campaigns in Thrace, Mitso pursued Konstantin Tikh 
Asen and forced him to seek refuge behind the walls of the Stenimachos Fortress 
(modern Asenova krepost, near Asenovgrad i in Bulgaria), held then by the Byzantines. 
The intervention of the Byzantine garrison saved the Bulgarian tsar from captivity” „In 
this struggle Mitso's strength began to fail and to save himself he went over to the 
Byzantine side. In 1263 he handed over to the Byzantine emperor Michael VIII 
Palaiologos (1259-1282) “the great town Mesembria" (Meośufpseta. Meydan nó) 
and Anchialos, as well as the surrounding lands, which were then occupied by the Byz- 
antine military leader Michael Glabas Tarchaneiotes”. This put an end to Mitso's ap- 
panage rule, and he received in return from the emperor lands near the River Skaman- 
der in Asia Minor, in the vicinity of the ancient Fortress of Troy. 


Жжжж 


The abovementioned estates were given out by the royal Asen family in Bulgaria to 
close relatives of the tsar, such as brothers, sons-in-law, and so forth. They had a resi- 
dence at their disposal, developed their own fiscal and judicial systems and established 
a military organization. Some of them minted their own coins. Occasionally they had 
an independent foreign policy. It seems that those territories were given with the pur- 
pose of being ruled, yielding a considerable profit, but without their becoming heredi- 
tary property. Curiously, almost all of these estates, which with some reservations can 
be defined as appanages, were situated in the northeastern parts of the Bulgarian Tsar- 
dom, predominantly in Dobrud2a. 

Certain other features of the appanage which are observable in the second half of 
the 13th century can be listed with some measure of caution, but the development 
proper of the appanage in the Bulgarian Tsardom manifests itself mainly in the 14th 
century, during the reign of Tsar Ivan Alexander (1331-1371), who granted consider- 
able territories to his sons and other relatives. 

The process of decentralization, which developed in the Byzantine Empire and the 
Bulgarian Tsardom in the late 12th and early 13th century, had divergent manifesta- 
tions over time. While the Latin strike against Byzantium in 1204 temporarily put these 


? For an analysis and detailed interpretation of the sources treating this problem see B. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, 
Средновековна България e светлината на нови извори, София 1981, с. 81-99. 


28 GEORGIUS PACHYMERES, Relationes historicae, vol.2, р. 45148-12). 


? GEORGIUS PACHYMERES, Relationes historicae, vol. 1, p. 279 19-22; MANUEL PHILES, Carmina, ed. 
E. MILLER, Parisiis 1854, p. 247. 
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processes on hold, in the Bulgarian Tsardom the separatism of the late 12th and the 
first half of the 13th centuries had some peculiarities. This could account for the fact 
that chronologically the features of the appanage in the Bulgarian Tsardom emerged 
about half a century earlier than in the Byzantine Empire. In a number of cases the cen- 
tral government (Tárnovo) betrayed its inability to govern the whole territory, and be- 
ing eager to protect it from the attacks of separatists and other forces created new mi- 
crostructures of power such as appanages. Thus the decentralization of the Bulgarian 
Tsardom around the middle of the 13th century deepened further. 
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МИХАИЛ ДУКА ГЛАВА ТАРХАНИОТ И КРЕПОСТИ ГЕМА 
В КОНЦЕ XIII B.* 


Одним из самых важных источников, касающихся византийского вмеша- 
тельства в события, связанные с узурпацией Лаханы!, является, кроме сообщений 
Георгия Пахимера? и Никифора Григоры?, панегирик Мануила Фила под загла- 
вием „Еіс ta TOD протоотраторос ёкєіуоо тоб даоиаотоб стоатпуђиато?’, KOTO- 
рый был написан в первых годах ХГУ столетия и посвящен военным достиже- 
ниям протостатора Михаила Дуки Главы Тарханиота“. 

Герой произведения Фила (ок. 1235 — после 1304 гг.) относится к самым вы- 
дающимся византийским вождям времен императоров Михаила УШ и Андрони- 
ка П Палеологов. Он прославился прежде всего успешными военными кампа- 
ниями против болгар в 1263 и 1278-1279 гг. и сербов в 1282-1283 и 1297-1298 гг. 
Его блестящая карьера, на протяжении которой он получил несколько титулов и 
занимал ряд государственных должностей, была увенчена получением звания 
протостатора, восьмого в то время по иерархии должностей в империи. В конце 
жизни он занимал также должность в императорской администрации, в качестве 


* Автор выражает глубокую признательность д-ру Георгию Н. Николову за несколько ценных 
замечаний, касающихся настоящей статьи. 


' В последнее время идентификация известного лишь по свирлижским маргиналиям Ивайлы 
с узурпатором (согласно византийским источникам) Лаханой была подвергнута сомнению, см. К.Г. 
l'OCIIO/IHHOB, Свърлижката приписка като исторически извор, ИПр 61, 2005, 3-4, с. 151-175. 


? GEORGII PACHYMERIS De Michaele et Andronico Palaeologis libri tredecim, rec. I. BEKKERUS, vol. 
I-II, Bonnae 1835 (далее: PACHYMERES, t. |, 2). Непосредственно o Лахане — PACHYMERES, t. 1, VI, 3- 
VI, 9, pp. 430-449 с; VI, 19, pp. 4663-468 12. 


* NICEPHORI GREGORAE Byzantina Historia, cura L. SCHOPENI, vol. I-III, Bonnae 1829, 1830, 1855 
(далее: GREGORAS, t. 1, 2, 3). Об Лахане — GREGORAS, t. 1, V, 3-4, pp. 13022-13318. 


^ MANUEL PHILES, Eig rà тоб zpwrootpáropog ćkeivov тоб Oavuaoro orparnyriuara, (B:) 
X. ЛОПАРЕВ, Византійскій поэт Мануил Фил к истори Болгаріи в XIII-XIV веке, С.-Петербург 1891, 
c. 47,-54337 (далее: PHILES). К сожалению, более качественное издание Manuelis Philae carmina, ed. E. 
MILLER, vol. IT, Parisiis 1855, pp. 240-255, оказалось мне недоступным. 
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управителя Фракии и стратега Запада”. Сам Мануил Фил (ок. 1275-1345), рож- 
денный в Эфесе ученик Георгия Пахимера, был придворным поэтом во времена 
Андроника П и Андроника Ш Палеологов, пишущим произведения по случаю 
каких-либо событий из жизни двора или по заказу константинопольских дигни- 
тариев. И хотя он не исполнял никаких существенных государственных функций, 
совершил от имени властителя дипломатическую миссию к TaTapaM, посетил 
Персию, Аравию и Индию. Его считали выдающимся поэтом своей эпохи; он 
был чрезвычайно плодовит — написал более 20 000 стихотворений различной те- 
матики, среди которых некоторые содержат достоверные исторические данные. 
Берясь за использование исторических данных, содержащихся в этом произ- 
ведении и относящихся ко крепостям Tema (тоб Ашоь, Балкана, Старой Плани- 


ны), следует вкратце рассмотреть достоверность других сообщений этого автора. 
Исследовавший это произведение Петр Петров упрекает поэта в том, что его ха- 
рактеристика протостатора в очень значительной степени субъективна. П. Петров 
обращает внимание, что представление его в качестве выдающегося вождя, одер- 
живающего большое количество побед, а также как строителя монастырей, не 
соответствует истине. Исследователь утверждает также, что поэт приписывает 
вождю достижения других предводителей и создает из него доверенное лицо 
императора’. С этими утверждениями болгарского исследователя нельзя согла- 


ситься. Люди того времени имели о Главе и его военных умениях очень хорошее 


мнение. Источники эпохи также подтверждают его деятельность в качестве 


основателя нескольких монастырей’, а сам Георгий Пахимер называет его 


° Ha тему этого византийского вождя vide С.І. THEOCHARIDES, Mıyani Лобкас Г. Aapas Tap- 
zaveiórnę (лросолоурафіка), Havemotmov Өєссоћоуікетс "Eniornuovirn "Engtnpig тўс Dro- 
софикйс ZxoATic 7, 1957, рр. 183-206; О.Т. POLEMIS, The Doukai. A Contribution to Byzantine Prosopog- 
raphy, London 1968, nr 89; C. MANGO, The Monument and its History, (in:) H. BELTING, C. MANGO, D. 
MOURIKI, The Mosaics and Frescoes of St. Mary Pammakaristos (Fethiye Camii) at Istanbul, Washington 
D.C. 1978, рр. 11-15; И. Божилов, Българите във Византийската империя, София 1995, с. 287-291; 
I.G. LEONTIADES, Die Tarchaneiotai. Eine prosopographisch-sigillographische Studie, Thessaloniki 1998, 
рр. 69-72. О титуле (звании) протостатора vide R. GUILLAND, Recherches sur les institutions byzantines, 
t. 1, Berlin - Amsterdam 1967, pp. 478-490, особенно 483-485. 


° Ha тему Фила vide, среди прочих исследований, H. HUNGER, Die Hochsprachliche Profane Lite- 
ratur der Byzantiner, t. 2 Philologie — Profandichtung — Musik — Mathematik und Astronomie — Naturwis- 
senschaften — Medizin — Kriegswissenschaft — Rechtsliteratur, München 1978, c. согласно индексу; J. KA- 
RAYANNOPULOS, G. WEISS, Quellenkunde zur Geschichte von Byzanz (324-1453). Methodik — Typologie — 
Randzonen, Wiesbaden 1982, pp. 508-509; O. JUREWICZ, Historia literatury bizantynskiej. Zarys, Wroclaw 
1984, pp. 296-297; A.-M. TALBOT, А. CUTLER, Piles, Manuel, (т:) ODB, p. 1651. 


7 ы 
II. ПЕТРОВ, Българо-византийските отношения npes emopama половина на XIII e., отразени в 
поемата на Мануил Фил „За военните подвизи на известния чутовен протостратор”, Известия на 
Института 3a Българска История 6, 1956, с. 548-549. 


* PACHYMERES, t. 2, V, 28, p. 44513-16; A. FAILLER, Pachymeriana altera, REB 46, 1988, рр. 77-80 
(сокращенный вариант произведения Пахимера); GREGORAS, t. 1, VI, 1, p. 159g44. Эти мнения 
разделяют также современные ученые — И. БОЖИЛОВ, op. cit., с. 288. 


Я PHILES, рр. 4723-25, 49102-109; PACHYMERES, t. 2, II, 27, p. 183 11-14; A. FAILLER, op. cit., рр. 80, 82-83; 
P. SCHREINER, Eine Unbekannte Beschreibung der Pammakaristoskirche (Fethiye Camii) und Weitere 
Теме zur Topographie Konstantinopels, DOP 25, 1971, pp. 2223455 (пар. 4) — маргиналии из Trinity Col- 
lege в Кембридже, рукопись номер 0.2.36; J.-M. SPIESER, /nventaires en vue d'un recueil des inscriptions 
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piAoudvayoc dv kai фАаретос®. Сирилл Менго указывает на построенную B 
Дидимотике башню как на пример вклада Главы в фортификацию!'. Оставление 
без внимания других участников и предводителей походов, в которых прото- 
статор принимал участие, проистекает из характера произведения, являющегося 
панегириком и имеющего целью восхваление конкретного героя, а не достиже- 
ний византийской армии как таковой. В такой ситуации было нормальным, что 
поэт подчеркивал и подробно описывал победы византийского вождя, замалчи- 
вая его неудачи. Другие авторы, как например Теодор Метохит, подтверждант, 
что Глава был верным подданным и доверенным лицом императора Андроника П 
Палеолога (1282-1328) 7. Стоит добавить, что Фил черпал свои данные о военных 
походах протостатора скорее всего у самого византийского вождя и его окруже- 
ния, поскольку был близко связан с его домом °. В своем тексте он ссылается 
также на стенописи из монастыря св. Марии Паммакаристы в Константинополе 
(сегодня Fethiye Camii), на которых представлены военные достижения прото- 
статора – покровителя и благотворителя храма. Он даже дает понять, что в мо- 
мент написания поэмы они были у него перед глазами, а его целью является до- 
полнение того, что не представил художник 14 A.-M. Талбо допускает даже, что 
панегирик придворного поэта был в действительности нереализованной 
метрической инскрипцией, предназначенной в качестве дополнения для упо- 
мянутых стенописей в часовне, построенной после смерти византийского вождя 
его супругой? . По причине того, что он был близко связан с императорским 
двором, Фил мог черпать свою информацию также у лиц, которые помнили 
события, связанные с войной 1278-1279 годов. В панегирике он троекратно 
делает аллюзию по отношению к царице Марии Палеолог и ее сыну, царевичу 
Михаилу ‚ которые были отосланы из Тырнова на византийский двор, после 
принятия власти в Болгарии Иваном Асенем Ш. Георгий Пахимер сообщает о 


historiques de Byzance, I Les inscriptions de Thessalonique, Travaux et Mémoires 5, 1973, p. 167; И. 
Божилов, Българите, c. 289. 


1 PACHYMERES, t. 2, II, 27, p. 1838. 
'' MANGO, op. cit., p. 14. 


'* ПоєсВеотікбс, (в:) B. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, Извори за средновековната история на България (VII-XV в.) в 


австрийските ръкописни сбирки и архиви, т. 1 Български, други славянски и византийски извори, 
София 1994, с. 87. 


^ ЛОПАРЕВ, Op. cit., с. 14 (автор рассматривает также возможность того, что географическую 
информацию поэт заимствовал от своего друга Патрикия, прекрасно знавшего георгафию Фракии); 
MANGO, ор. cit., c. 15-16, называет его “ап habitué of the Glabas household". Стоит добавить, что 
фрагмент вводной части его панегирика может свидетельствовать о том, что Фил выслушал рас- 
сказы о военных походах Главы OT него самого — PHILES, с. 47,421. Указывая на TO, что рассказать 
обо всем мог сам Глава, поэт скорее всего имел в виду то, что он мог на эту тему что-либо написать, 
тем более если взять во внимание факт литературной деятельности Главы — БОЖИЛОВ, loc. cit. 


!^ PHILES, р. 471-17, 23-24. MANGO, op. cit., p. 12. К сожалению, эти стенописи не сохранились. 


' A.-M. TALBOT, Epigrams in Context: Metrical Inscriptions on Art and Architecture of the Pa- 
loiologan Era, DOP 53, 1999, p. 79. 


'© PHILES, pp. 52246-254, 53296-298. О роли этой царицы при болгарском дворе в семидесятые годы 
XIII в. vide М. HRISTODULOVA, La róle joué par la reine Maria dans le soulévement d'lvajlo, BHR 6, 
1978, 4, pp. 60-65; S. GEORGIEVA, The Byzantine Princesses in Bulgaria, BBg 9, 1995, pp. 180-185. 
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TOM, что еще B 1293 году она находилась на императорском дворе, а о Михаиле, 
сыне Константина Тиха, пишет, что был с ним связан еще в 1301 rogy”. Очень 
вероятно, что во время появления панегирика, то есть в первые годы XIV 
столетия, он все еще мог свидетельствовать о тех событиях. Нельзя забывать так- 
же о семье самого Ивана Асеня Ш, который после побега из Тырнова вернулся в 
Византию, а его род играл роль при императорском дворе. Значительное коли- 
чество названий крепостей, перечисленных им во фрагменте, посвященном войне 
с Лаханой, имеет славянское происхождение. Это несомненно свидетельствует о 
том, что он почерпнул их из достоверного источника. Большую часть перечи- 
сленных в тексте крепостей можно также довольно легко идентифицировать 
(напр. Bdpva — Варна, KdAa0c — Галата, Aiuwv— Емона, Iloeo6AdBa — Преслав, 
Tpivoßog — Тырново, ВЕрра – Берое, Aeróg — Айтос и другие)”, что несомненно 
увеличивает достоверность информации, касающейся остальных укреплений, из- 
вестных только по произведению этого поэта. Появляется, таким образом, пред- 
положение, что автор не фальсифицировал событий, а лишь произвел их селек- 
цию, концентрируясь на том, чтобы — там, где это возможно — подчеркнуть роль 
Главы. Это лишь некоторые примеры, свидетельствующие о достоверности сооб- 
щений византийского поэта. В то же время это не означает, что произведение 
Фила поддается легкой интерпретации, а содержащаяся в нем информация 
вполне гармонирует с данными других источников и полностью соответствует 
действительности. Это доказывает однако, что исторические данные, находящи- 
еся B панегирике, заслуживают большего доверия, чем до сих пор было принято 
считать. 

Это утверждение позволяет предпринять попытку реинтерпретации некото- 
рых утверждений византийского поэта, на которые до сих пор в научной литера- 
туре не обращалось большого внимания или которым просто не верили. В даль- 
нейшей части своих рассуждений я сосредоточусь исключительно на одном 
вопросе. Итак, перечисляя крепости, которые Тарханиот занял на территории 
Гема во время кампании в 1278-1279 годах, поэт говорит, что византийский 
вождь отстроил и укрепил некоторые из них. После перечисления болгарских 
вождей горных крепостей, которых Михаил Тарханиот победил, поэт пишет: 
«А подчиненные им города, к которым направлялись те, которые прежде были 





'" PACHYMERES, t. 2, II, 30, pp. 18815-1895 (o Марии); Ш, 26, pp. 26516-2664 (о Михаиле); Ha тему 
датации vide Мара, РГР, t. 7 Madtn-Mitwvds, ed. E. TRAPP, Wien 1985, р. 105, nr. 16910; и B. Гю- 
3EJIEB, България при Тертеревци (1280-1323), (в:) И. БОЖИЛОВ, B. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, История на среднове- 
ковна България VII-XIV в., София 1999, с. 545. 


* И. Божилов, Фамилията на Асеневци (1186-1460). Генеалогия и просопография, София 1994, 
с. 249-255 (нр. 1), 259-267 (нр. 4), 291-292 (нр. 11); Божилов, Българите, с. 200 (нр. 19), 203 (нр. 28), 
210 (нр. 48), 216 (нр. 76), 217 (нр. 78 и 79). Даже молодые члены рода могли знать об этапах событий 
по рассказам родителей. 


ie PHILES, pp. 51 174, 183, 92227, 23 1, 237, 243, 249» 53255, 5437. Ha TEMY идентификации этих крепостей vide, 
среди прочих исследований, К. ИРЕЧЕК, Християнският елемент в топографическата номенкла- 
тура на Балканските земи, Притурка І. Българските градове у Мануила Dun, Периодическо Списа- 
ние на Българското книжовно дружество въ Средец 11, 1898, 55-56, с. 256, 259-260; ЛОПАРЕВ, ор. 
cit., c. 27, 29. 
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враждебно к нему настроены, укрепил, сохраняя несомненно форму прикрытий — 
Утчанку (O0zc&ykav)", Урбицион (OdoBiriov)" c окрестностями, крепость 
Козяк (Коё, lakog”. Кроме них Диавену (тйс AiaBaivag)”, место [pamenu (тїс 
Г} pouatvncy", cam Инок (Oivarov)” и no просту всю окрестность, Петровун u 
Феофилакт (тд ПєтроВобуоо kal тд OeodvAdkrov)“, и вообще место Auepa (tfjg 
"Artepac)', Гологлед (I'oAoyAévtoUy), a с ними Атицу (Adırdav)” и могучую 
крепость Белеграды (гу BsAAeyodóov)", o чем свидетельствует Студена 


20 Искажение слова Овчага, сегодня село Аспарухово в Варненской области, район Дилгополь — 
ИРЕЧЕК, op. cit., с. 257; P. SOUSTAL, ТІВ, t. 6 Thrakien (Thrakë, Rodopé, Haimimontos), Wien 1991, р. 
111. Все современные административные названия указываю по Административен атлас. 
Република България, София 2002. 


21 Сегодня город Вирбица, Шуменская область, район Вирбица, лежащий на север от Вирбиш- 
ского перевала — SOUSTAL, ор. cit., p. 111. А точнее, на расстоянии 3 км на север от этого города, B 
местности Городище (Герловский город) — A. KUZEV, Zwei Notizen über einige Mittelalterliche Festun- 
gen in Nordostbulgarien, Studia Balcanica 1, 1970, pp. 135-139. 


?? Сегодня местность Римское кале в Сливенской области, район Котел – P. РАШЕВ, За mecmono- 
ложението на крепостите Тича и Козяк, Военноисторически сборник 61, 1992, 2-3, с. 13; SOUSTAL, 
Op. cit., р. 321. 


2 

à Скорее всего, ее нужно отождествлять с останками T. H. Крепости Виды, Ha север от села 
Жеравна в Сливенской области, район Котел, на пути к Котленскому перевалу — SOUSTAL, op. сй., 
с. 238-239. 


# Быть может сегодняшнее село Гредец, Сливенская область, район Котел, на пути к Котлен- 
скому перевалу —SOUSTAL, op. сй., р. 275; К. ГАГОВА, Тракия през българското средновековие. 
Историческа география, София 2002, с. 198-199. 


25 

Вероятно крепость в Котленском Балкане. Чаще всего в описании происхождения указывается 
старославянское имижз (монах, инок). Красимира Гагова указывает также на возможное происхож- 
дение названия OT rp. оѓуос (вино) — ГАГОВА, op. cit., с. 216. 


? Определение затруднено. Вероятнее всего, вблизи Вирбишского перевала — ИРЕЧЕК, op. сй., 
с. 258; SOUSTAL, op. cit., p. 111; Д. МОМЧИЛОВ, Пътна u селищна система между Източна Стара 
планина и “Еркесията” IV-XIV в. (Върбишки, Ришки и Айтоски проход), Варна 1999, c. 136. 


27 Сегодня село Ичера, Сливенская область, район Сливен -SOUSTAL, ор. cit., с. 185; ГАГОВА, op. 
cit., с. 174. 


?5 Предполагается нахождение B районе Вирбишского перевала, на северо-запад от села Bese- 
HHKOBO, Бургаская область, район Сунгурларе, в местности с турецким названием Tepegöz, во всяком 
случае, в долине реки Камчии —SOUSTAL, op. cit., p. 271; ГАГОВА, op. cit., c. 196; МОМЧИЛОВ, ор. cit., 
с. 133-135, 192-193. 


е Идентифицируемую с современным селом Тича, Сливенская область, район Котел, 6 км на 
север от Котела – SOUSTAL, ор. cit., с. 111. А точнее, на расстоянии 3 км на северо-запад от этого 
села, под возвышением Лисец РАШЕВ, ор. cit., с. 9. 


9 Возможны две идентификации: а) с остатками крепости в местности Камыка, Шуменская об- 
ласть, район Вирбица, лежащей на расстоянии 6 км на запад от Переславля Великого, на северных 
склонах Преславских гор, около дороги ведущей на юг x Вирбишскому перевалу, а на запад — к Тыр- 
нову; б) на расстоянии 2,5 км на юг от села Вирбица, на вознесении Бялград, смотря с севера на 
левую сторону Вирбишской долины, над дорогой, ведущей с севера к одноименному перевалу — 
SOUSTAL, ор. cit., р. 111; l'ATOBA, ор. cit., с. 177. По причине того, что поверхностные археологи- 
ческие исследования не подтвердили существования второй из упомянутых крепостей в поздне- 
византийский период, а регулярные раскопки доказали, что крепость функционировала в местности 
Камыка в период позднего средневековья, необходимо принять именно эту версию местонахож- 
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(Zrodóawa)”'». И дальше добавляет, что императорский предводитель овладел 
и «крепостью Ктенией (Kreviwv)”, после убийственной борьбы, обновителем 
которой стал этот Веселеил»*. Из этих двух фрагментов следует, что Фил при- 
писывал своему герою укрепление перечисленных в них крепостей и местностей 
с точки зрения фортификации. Подобные формулировки использовал также, 
описывая более ранний византийский поход против болгарского царя Констан- 
тина Тиха (1257- 1277), в 1263 Tony”. Тогда Глава «построил башню u прикрыл 
Bpusuc (тту Bovoivy»*® À di не особо укрепленный Скопел (ХкдлєДоу), возвел 
его высоко и | расширил», ‚ о его делах «говорит уверенно построенная Скафида 
(Zxadiódg)»", далее «умело придает круглый вид Пиргу (tov лоотоу), возводит 


дения — Г. ДЖИНГОВ, Крепостта Бялград при Преслав, Известия на Архелогическия институт 27, 
1964, c. 17-41; Ц. ДРЕМСИЗОВА-НЕЛЧИНОВА, В. АНТОНОВА, Каталог на археологическите namem- 
ници в Шуменски окръг, София 1975, с. 23 (нр. 23); ИРЕЧЕК, op. cit., c. 258; МОМЧИЛОВ, op. cit., 
с. 135. Это создает, однако, серьезную проблему — возможным ли было, хоть и точечное, так далеко 
простирающееся на север византийское господство? Логика заставляет, таким образом, принять вто- 
рую локализацию с надеждой, что будущие широкие исследования на основе раскопок подтвердят 
использование укрепления в период ХШ-ХГУ вв. 


! Находилась на территории восточного Балкана. Точное местонахождение не установлено. 
Предполагаются различные версии: на территории Студинского Балкана; около стидовской осады, 
то есть B Стидовских горах, на северо-запад от села Мокрен, Сливенская область, район Котел ~ 
В.Н. ЗЛАТАРСКИ, История на българската държава през средните векове, т. 3 Второ българско 
царство. България при Асеневци (1187-1280), София 1940, с. 562; SOUSTAL, ор. cit., р. 466; ГАГОВА, 
ор. cit., c. 310. 


ds Цитата полностью — PHILES, pp. 51208-52219. 


3 Находилась на линии между местностями Айтос и Росокастрон. Предположения о местона- 
хождении различаются. Беря во внимание этимологию названия, происходящего скорее всего от 
греч. то KTEVIOV (гребень), нужно считать ее находившейся на горных склонах (ГАГОВА, op. cit., с. 
234). Этому, в свою очередь, лучше всего соответствует версия местонахождения, предложенная 
Димчо Момчиловым, идентифицирующая крепость из источника с руинами объекта около села 
Козаре, Бургасская область, район Карнобат, находящимися в части гор, называемой Гребенец — 
Д. Момчилов, Едно предложение за местонахождението на средновековната Kmenua, ИПр 47, 
1991, 6, с. 35-39. Cf. SOUSTAL, op. cit., pp. 327, 344. 


sa PHILES, p. 52225-226. Веселеил — сын Урия, библейский персонаж; мастер ремесла, главный 
строитель Ковчега Завета — Исх. 31, 2-11; 35, 30-35; 36, 1-38; 37, 1-29; 38, 22-31; 1 Пар. 2, 20; 2 Пар. 
1, 5. Сравнение Главы с этим ремесленником и строителем неслучайно. 


* MANGO, op. cit., с. 12; И. Божилов, България при Асеневци, (B:) БОЖИЛОВ, ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, op. cit., 
c. 511-512. A. FAILLER, Chronologie et composition dans l'Histoire de Georges Pachymére, REB 39, 
1981, p. 92, датирует эту войну 1262 годом. 


% PHILES, р. 4853; SOUSTAL, op. cit., p. 221. Эта информация осталась незамеченной К. Гаговой 
(ГАГОВА, op. сй., c. 194). Сегодня Pinarhisar в Турции. 


7 PHILES, р. 4984.85; SOUSTAL, op. cit, p. 446 (ученый цитирует соответствующий фрагмент 
панегирика, He сопровождяя его, однако, никаким комментарием); ГАГОВА, op. cit., c. 296. Сегодня 
неподалеку oT Eski Polos, в Турции. 


38 PHILES, р. 50133; SOUSTAL, op. cit., p. 444 (цитирует Фила без комментария на тему постройки). 
ГАГОВА, op. cit., с. 295, верно обращая внимание на то, что Глава построил новую крепость над 
тесниной, ошибочно ссылается Ha 133 стих его произведения, поскольу речь об этом идет в стихах 
136-141. Местонахождение крепости определяют вблизи современного села Димчево, Бургасская 
область, район Бургас, на южном берегу Мандранского залива. 
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башни, усиливая свои прекрасные победы»”, «строит исключительно крепкий 
мост», а также «сам покоряет Росокастрон (тд PwodKaotpov) и увеличив, 
укрепляет его»“!. Покорив Анхиал ( 'Ауалоу) «ныне в нем представляется 
другой город, который он считает почти что делом своих рук, поскольку от 
основания огранизовал его постройку». П. Петров расценил, что приведенные 
утверждения поэта, относящиеся к обеим кампаниям с участием Главы, являются 
нелогичными и абсурдными с точки зрения принципов ведения военных дейст- 
вий. Ибо нельзя вести широко запланированных военных действий и одновре- 
менно развивать строительную деятельность, имеющую целью укрепление толь- 
ко что занятых городов и крепостей. Исследователь приходит к выводу, что эти 
утверждения были вымыслом самого Фила“. В отношении оставшихся крепос- 
тей, перечисленных в произведении и покоренных во времена Лаханы, некото- 
рые ученые сомневаются в свою очередь в том, были ли византийцы в состоянии 
устойчиво занять такое большое количество старопланинских крепостей, по- 
скольку — беря во внимание обыкновенную величину потерь в людях во время 
военных действий и необходимость оставаться в занятых укреплениях гарни- 
зонов — не хватило бы солдат для продолжения сражений с целью возведения 
Ивана Асеня Ш Ha тырновский трон“. 

Обоснованы ли эти упреки по отношению к тексту византийского поэта? Об- 
новление указанных в произведении Фила крепостей, при отсутствии информа- 
ции о войнах с болгарским государством в последней четверти века доказывает, 
что по крайней мере часть из них подвергалась разгромлению во время тяжелых 
сражений на территории гор во времена Лаханы. Это, в свою очередь, исключало 
необходимость оставлять в них гарнизоны. Кроме того, следует считаться с тем, 


39 PHILES, p. 50136-1373 SOUSTAL, op. cit, p. 419; ГАГОВА, op. cit., c. 266. Скорее всего, ero нужно 
искать на южном берегу Мандранского залива, на территории между устьем Факийской реки и 
берегом Черного моря (Бургасская область, район Бургас). 


^? PHILES, p. 50139; SOUSTAL, op. cit, p. 444 (о мосте в контексте византийско-болгарской битвы 
1304 г.); TATOBA, loc. cit. 


^! PHILES, р. 5010.151; SOUSTAL, op. cit, p. 429; ГАГОВА, op. cit., c. 290. Остатки укрепления Ha- 
ходятся около сегодняшнего села Русокастро, Бургасская область, район KaMeno. 


* PHILES, р. 50157. Сегодня Поморье, Бургасская область, район Поморье, на берегу Черного 
моря. 


43 PHILES, p. 50159-161. SOUSTAL, op. cit, p. 176 и ГАГОВА, op. cit., с. 166, пропускают упоминание о 
его укреплении византийским вождем. Внимание на него обращает В. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, Средновековният 
Анхиало (VI-XV век), (в:) M. ЛАЗАРОВ, B. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, E. ГРОЗДАНОВА, В. TOHEB, История на Поморие, 
част | Анхиало от Древността до Освобождението, Поморие 2000, с. 54, хотя и подчеркивает, что 
тяжело утверждать, действительно ли Глава участвовал в строительстве города. Красимира Гагова 
добавляет к количеству крепостей, укрепленных византийским вождем, также Агатополь и 
Созополь, также взятых во время кампании 1263 г. (ГАГОВА, op. cit., с. 155, 300). Представляется, 
однако, что в соответствующих фрагментах Фил имел в виду лишь тот факт, что в эти два города 
византийский вождь переселил часть населения из разрушенных городских центров на территории 
T.H. Загоры — vide весь контекст фрагмента ~ PHILES, рр. 4991-50129. 


4 ПЕТРОВ, op. cit., с. 550 (касательно похода 1263 г.), 567 (в связи с 1278-1279 гг.). 


45 Д. АНГЕЛОВ, Б. UOJNIAHOB, Българска военна история през Средновековието /X-XV век/, 
София 1994, с. 159-160. 
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что во время затягивающейся войны ряды византийских войск могли постоянно 
пополняться. Кроме этого, сообщения как Пахимера и Григоры, так и Фила сви- 
детельствуют, что часть крепостей поддалась без боя, что несомненно уменьши- 
ло потери в императорских частях. Нельзя забывать также, что небольшие, 
натуральным образом укрепленные горные крепости не требовали слишком 
большого количества обитателей для того, чтобы исполнять роль препятствий на 
пути через ущелья’. В свою очередь, когда речь идет о строительной акции, 
представляется, что П. Петров был прав. Естественно, ведение войны, вдобавок 
на вражеской территории, делало невозможным сразу же реализовать строитель- 
ные предприятия, особенно если речь шла о возведении стен, башен и бойниц. 
Такие действия требовали предварительного приготовления соответствующего 
строительного материала и транспортировки отрядов каменщиков. Возведение 
постоянных каменных фортификационных сооружений требовало соответству- 
ющего количества времени и финансовых затрат, но тяжело себе представить, 
чтобы Глава отправлялся на войну со строительными материалами и группой 
квалифицированных каменщиков и инженеров“. В поздневизантийский период 
укрепления возводились и ремонтировались с использованием наемной рабочей 
силы, которую составляли обычно упомянутые строители. Этим могло зани- 
маться также локальное население, уже имеющее опыт в подобных начинаниях, 
причем тогда несомненно за строительством наблюдали инженеры. Необхо- 
димо подчеркнуть, что в конкретном случае речь идет о враждебных, только что 
покоренных территориях, что могло утруднять организацию реставрации укреп- 
лений. Это не означает в то же время, что императорским армиям не со- 
путствовали в походах никакие ремесленники или что таборы не были отягоще- 
ны разного рода материалами и оборудованием, например, нужным для успеш- 
ного проведения осады крепостей. Ремесленники эти, однако, занимались прежде 
всего построением устройств, использовавшихся для осады, и временных поле- 
вых укреплений военного лагеря”. О возведении такого лагеря византийскими 


*% PACHYMERES, t. 1, VI, 7, p. 4467.11; VI, 8, pp. 44617-44718; PHILES, рр. 51180, 52 249; GREGORAS, t. 1, 
У, 3, р. 132 18-19. 


“7 Cf. ПЕР Erparnylas, IX, (in:) Three Byzantine Military Treatises, Text, Translation, and Notes by 
G.T. DENNIS, Washington D.C. 1985, p. 2816.18. 


48 О специалистах-строителях в империи vide А.П. КАЖДАН, Деревня и город в Византии IX-X ee. 
Очерки по истории внзантийского феодализма, Москва 1960, с. 235-243; V. NERANTZI-V ARMAZI, 
Cechy i panstwo w cesarstwie bizantynskim, (in:) Studia Classica et Byzantina. Alexandro Krawczuk ob- 
lata, red. M. SALAMON, Z.J. KAPERA, Kraków 1996, p. 218. 


М.С. BARTUSIS, State Demands for Building and repairing Fortifications in Late Byzantium and 
Medieval Serbia, Bsl. 49, 1988, 2, pp. 205-210; IDEM, The Late Byzantine Army. Arms and Society, 1204- 
1453, Philadelphia 1992, pp. 287-290. 


5° LEONIS IMPERATORIS Tactica, V, 7, col. 720 А-В, ed. J.P. MIGNE, PG, t. 107, Parisiis 1863. Cf. 
ONASANDER, XLII, 3, ed. W.A. OLDFATHER, A.S. PEASE, J.B. TITCHENER, (in:) Aeneas Tacticus, Ascle- 
piodotus, Onasander, with an English Translation by Members of The Illinois Greek Club, Cambridge 
(Mass.) 1948, pp. 508-510; FLAVIUS VEGETIUS RENATUS, Epitoma rei militaris, IL, 11, ed. A. ONNERFORS, 
Stuttgart 1995. Мы располагаем, правда, свидетельством об участии каменщиков B военных походах, 
и хотя в этом источнике не указано четко, что они занимались реставрацией стен, это не исключено. 
Автор упомянул их среди других специалистов, необходимых в осаднической и другой важной 
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отделениями в 1278 году дает свидетельство сам Gur. Замечания эти приводят 
к выводу, что Глава действительно не укреплял перечисленных в панегирике 
городов и крепостей во время длительной и требующей слишком много визан- 
тийских сил кампании против сельского вождя Лаханы. Это не означает, однако, 
что утверждения эти являются лишь панегирическим ходом поэта и не имеют 
ничего общего с действительностью. 

Сообщения Фила удостоверяет один фрагмент из исторического произведе- 
ния Никифора Григоры. Описывая события византийско-болгарской войны за 
крепости около Гема и причерноморские порты 1331 года, византийский историк 
указал, что в ответ на обвинения болгарского посольства в захвате этих крепос- 
тей византийскими войсками император Андроник Ш Палеолог «ответил, что 
справедливо есть, дабы издавна построенные ромеями крепости ромеям были 
подданы [...]. Ибо его дед и император, Андроник, частично возвел от основа- 
ний, а частично обновил более пятнадцати крепостей на вершинах и обрывах 
Tema (лАєіоуа yáp À TEVTEKALÓEKA goovpia napa TAG акротитас ка! AROTOLACG 
тоб Aluov) под надзором протостатора Главы, который тогда управлял Фра- 
кией, чтобы были защитой и препятствием от постоянных наездов скифов 
[монголов — КМ]. Отождествление указанного здесь протостатора с героем 
поэмы Фила не вызывает никаких сомнений. Другие источники подтверждают, 
что в девяностые годы ХШ столетия Глава занимал должность наместника запад- 
ных провинций империи со столицей в Фессалонике”. Неизвестно, когда точно 
он вступил на эту должность, думается, однако, что занимал ее уже во второй 
половине последнего десятилетия этого века”. Можно предполагать, что долж- 
ность эту он занимал до 1303 года, поскольку тогда отстроил и украсил фресками 


дейтельности — Прі Stpatnyias, XIV, с. 4427-465; (здесь перечисленны также ремесленники, сопро- 
вождяющие войска). Даже если бы Глава имел возможность реализовать упомянутые строительные 
работы во время похода против крестьянского вождя, то и так (в свете цитируемого ниже фрагмента 
из произвидения Никифора Григоры) предпринял это значительно позже. 


> PHILES, p. 51186.187. 
>? GREGORAS, t. 1, X, 4, p. 48411.18. 


53 PACHYMERES, t. 2, Ш, 30, pp. 27112-2722; Преоввоикдс, c. 85. И. Божилов, Българите, с. 288, 
выделяет две должности, занимаемые TapxaHHOTOM в разное время, a именно: наместника Фракии и 
стратега Запада. В действительности речь шла об одной и той же должности — наместника, испол- 
няющего главные военные функции на недавно занятых, приграничных территориях — MANGO, op. 
cit., pp. 13-14; Георгије Пахимер, ed. Jb. МАКСИМОВИЋ, (B:) Византијски извори за историју народа 
Југославије, изд. ©. БАРИШИЋ, b. ФЕРЈАНЧИЋ, Београд 1986, с. 36, прим. 76; L. MAKSIMOVIC, The 
Byzantine Provincional Administration under Palaiologoi, Amsterdam 1988, рр. 46-47, 49, 86, 123; А.-М. 
TALBOT, A. CUTLER, Glabas, Michael Tarchaniotes, (in:) ODB, vol. 2 Esot=Nika, р. 852; Tapyaveıörng, 
МиатА AovKas ГАаВӣс, (in:) PLP, t. 11 ZxoffaA£pog — Tiydunpos, ed. E. TRAPP, Wien 1991, р. 179, nr. 
27504; LEONTIADES, Die Tarchaneiotai, pp. 71-72. 


°* Даты, приводимые B литературе, различны — MANGO, ор. cit., p. 13 и TALBOT, CUTLER, Glabas, 
loc. cit., указывают, что OH занимал эту должность уже B 1297 г. B PLP, t. 11, loc. cit., вступление B 
эту должность датируется периодом до 1293 r., подобным образом С. ASDRACHA, Les Rhodopes dans 
la deuxième moitié du ХШ siècle, REB 31, 1973, р. 288 (год 1292) и LEONTIADES, Die Tarchaneiotai, p. 
71 (vor 1923), но без подтверждения этого в источниках — БОЖИЛОВ, Българите, c. 290, прим. 30. 


275 


Kupun Mapunoe 





55 
часовню св. Евфимия, присторенную к базилике CB. Димитрия в Фессалонике``, 


и, вероятно, все еще пребывал в городе. Определенным ориентиром может быть 
также информация Пахимера об участии протостатора в кампании Михаила IX 
Палеолога против болгар в 1304 году в роли его советника, вероятнее всего He 
только в связи с огромным военным опытом, но и — возможно — по причине все 
еще занимаемой должности. Пожилой возраст и преследующая его подагра не 
позволили, однако, прнимать длительное участие в военных действиях, поэтому 
вскоре он удалился в столицу, вступил в монастырь и вероятнее всего вскоре по- 
сле этого умер”’. В такой ситуации возведение упомянутых нескольких крепо- 
стей он должен был произвести во время выполнения должности наместника 
и стратега западных частей государства, то есть между 1297 и 1303 годами”. 

В научной литературе распространено мнение, что до конца неизвестно, какие 
крепости на территории Фракии отстроил или укрепил известный императорский 
вождь”. Однако, стоило бы соотнести сообщения Никифора Григоры с информа- 
цией Фила, хорошо осведомленного о свершениях протостатора. Тем более, что 
их данные в значительной степени совпадают. Текст византийского историка 
ясно говорит об укреплениях на территории Гема, а поэт перечисляет в качестве 
построенных им фортификационные сооружения, лежащие вдоль дорог прохода 
войск через Старопланинское ущелье — Айтосское, Вирбишское и Котельское 
(см. прилагаемую карту) — а также некоторые крепости, находящиеся у южного 
подножья гор, такие как упомянутая Ктения. К этой второй группе следовало бы, 
скорее всего, добавить упомянутые по случаю войны 1263 года Анхиал и Русо- 
кастрон, которые находились на небольшом расстоянии от хребта Старой Пла- 
нины и являлись, особенно в случае первой, важными стратегическими пунктами 
на пути к горному массиву. А если понятие Гема будем рассматривать шире, как 


55 SPIESER, loc. cit., MANGO, op. cit., p. 14; Теодор Memoxum, ed. И. ЂУРИЋ, (B:) Извори, с. 96, 
прим. 37; БОЖИЛОВ, Българите, с. 289. 


% PACHYMERES, t. 2, V, 28, р. 4453.17; АНГЕЛОВ, ЧОЛПАНОВ, op. cit., с. 170-173; ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, Бълга- 
рия при Тертеревци (1280-1323), (в:) Божилов, ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, op. cit., с. 546-547. 


3? MANGO, op. cit., pp. 14-15. I. SEVCENKO, Théodore Métochites, Chora et les courants intellectuals 
de l'epoque, (in:) Art et société à Byzance sous les Paléologues. Actes du Colloque organisé par 
l' Association Internationale des Études Byzantines à Venise en septembre 1968, Venise 1971, р. 38, прим. 
|, датирует его смерть на период между 1306-1308 гг. 


% Такое же мнение высказал LEONTIADES, Die Tarchaneiotai, р. 72. С.Г. Лисицов, Ранновизан- 
тийската и българската средновековна укрепителна система в Източна Стара планина /V-XIV в./ 
/от прохода Вратника до Ришкия проход/, София 1995, с. 37 (Рукопись хранится в Центральной 
библиотеке БАН, нр. Дс 44/96), датирует укрепление старопланинских крепостей началом XIV B., 
считая, что лишь тогда Византия временно заняла южные склоны Гема. К сожалению, автор не 
указал, на каком основании он строит свою гипотезу. В. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, Очерци върху историята на 
българския Североизток и Черноморието (края на ХП-началото на XV век), София 1995, с. 33, 
в свою очередь заметил, что неизвестно, когда это произошло. А соответствующий фрагмент текста 
Георгия Ковачева [Г. КОВАЧЕВ, Българските земи между Източна Стара планина и Странджа 
през XII-XIV век (историко-археологическо изследване), Велико Търново 2002, с. 29] предполагает, 
что Тарханиот отреставрировал упомянутые крепости только тогда, когда Андроник Ш отвоевал 
часть из них у болгар, в начале тридцатых годов ХІУ в., что естественно не могло иметь места, 
поскольку протостатор умер примерно на 25 лет раньше. 


? Момчилов, Пътна, с. 150. Этот автор (Ibidem), также как ЛИСИЦОВ, loc. cit., ошибочно указы- 
вает цифру 50, a не как y Григоры — 15 крепостей. 
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иногда делали авторы поздневизантийского периода, имея в виду также горы 
Странджы, тогда и другие из выше перечисленных крепостей надо соотнести с 
информацией Григоры (например, находящиеся вблизи этих гор Скопел и Ска- 
фида). Отдельной проблемой остается греческая номенклатура, используемая 
Филом для названия конкретных произведений военной архитектуры, и ее 
отношение к данным греческих историков поздневизантийского периода, прежде 
всего к данным Никифора Григоры. Среди выше упомянутых укреплений автор 
панегирика выделил следующие типы: лойис (город) – Утчанка, Урбикон; бото 
(нижняя часть города, то есть линия городских стен, городская крепость) — Ко- 
зияк, Белеград, Krenna, тдлос (место) — Auepa, Грамени. Остальные центры He 
определены, в связи с чем их идентификация остается задачей современной 
науки. Из перечисленных лишь Ктения известна по другим источникам, в кото- 
рых она определена как TÓALG, что в определенной степени подтверждает сооб- 
щение Фила. Несмотря на это представляется, что в этом вопросе автор непо- 
следователен, а используемая им номенклатура не заслуживает полного доверия. 
Использованное им в начале анализируемого мной фрагмента определение 
л04515 может в целом относиться ко всем перечисленным укреплениям, а не 
только к Утчанке и Урбикону. Остальные, более точные, определения могут 
являться элементом типичного поэтического разнообразия, целью котрого было 
избавление от слишком частых повторений. Такую интерпретацию обуславлива- 
ет тот факт, что в некоторых случаях поэт очень свободно оперирует приведен- 
ной номенклатурой. В качестве примера стоит привести то, что он определяет 
названием Фото небольшую крепость Галату (K&Aa 006), находящуюся напро- 
тив сегодняшней Варны, B то время как названием обычной крепости (фообрюу) 
определяет значимый городской центр ~ Дристру (Поотрас)®. С другой cropo- 
ны, беря во внимание достоверность его сообщения касательно славянских на- 
званий самих крепостей, а тем самым достоверность источников, из которых он 
черпал свои данные, можно предложить другую интерпретацию. Никифор Гри- 
гора, называя построенные Главой в Геме крепости, определил их с помощью 
термина goovupia (крепости, башни), не стараясь провести более точного разделе- 
ния, которое мы находим в свою очередь в описании Фила. Беря во внимание 
факт, что византийский историк упоминает проблему крепостей Гема в контексте 
описания событий, предшествующих битве под Росокастроном 1331 г., эта 


9 PACHYMERES, t. 1, IV, 30, p. 3229.11; V, 4, p. 3508.12; t. 2, VI, 3, рр. 48019-4812; IOANNIS CAN- 
TACUZENI EXIMPERATORIS Historiarum libri IV, ЇЇ, 26, t. 1, cura L. SCHOPENI, Bonnae 1828, p. 46014-19 
(упомянутую B этом фрагменте Мизию нужно понимать как синоним Болгарии B целом, а He Tep- 
риторию давней римской провинции, лежащей на север от старопланинского массива — это честко 
видно их контекста всего упоминания; далее CANTACUZENUS). На тему идентификации Гема также 
со Странджей vide С. ASDRACHA, La terme ,, Hemos" chez Pachymére, Studia Balcanica 10, 1975, рр. 
138-139, 141-142; l'ATOBA, op. cit., c. 320. 


1 О ней — A. КУЗЕВ, Галата, (B:) Български средновековни градове и крепости, т. 1 Градове и 
крепости по Дунав и Черно море, със. А. КУЗЕВ, В. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, Варна 1981, с. 311-315. 


62 PHILES, p. 53261. Идентификация и значение этого центра — ИРЕЧЕК, op. cit., c. 260; КУЗЕВ, 
Дръстър, (в:) Български, с. 177-195. 


277 


Kupun Mapunoe 





интерпретация оказывается в равной степени обоснованной. Таким образом, oH 
не делает их главной темой своих рассуждений, в отличие — что стоит под- 
черкнуть — от Фила. Эти рассуждения могут быть подтверждены фактом, что BO 
время сражений 1331 г. речь шла в том числе о таких городах, как Анхиал, 
Диамполь и Месембрия, а не только об обыкновенных крепостях. Подытоживая, 
стоит отметить, что в вопросе соотношения сообщений Фила и Григоры наи- 
более существенным фактором является корреляция информации об отстройке 
крепостей Главой, нежели различия в сфере номенклатуры произведений воен- 
ной архитектуры. 

Таким образом, нужно принять, что два события — занятие крепостей и их 
укрепление — имели место в разное время. Слияние этих действий в произ- 
ведении Фила перекликается с характером произведения-панегирика, а не текста 
летописного, а также показывает, что автор не был полностью последователен с 
хронологической точки зрения”. 

В историческом произведении Пахимера мы находим информацию о двух 
поражениях византийских войск летом 1279 года, руководимых соответственно 
двумя протовестиарами — Мурином и Априном“. Поражения имели место у 
подножья и в ущелье Гема. Данные эти подтверждает сообщение Фила, согласно 
которому причиной неудач византийской армии был отказ Главы от управления 
войском по причине мучающей его подагры. В результате этого: «сразу же 
десница войск была парализована, она бросает и оддает врагам города, которые 
соответствующее время дало нам в обмен на сражение» >. Не исключено поэто- 
му, что по причине этих двух поражений византийцы потеряли на короткое 
время часть территории, принадлежащей Болгарии, занятую во время сражений в 
предыдущий период. Возможно, однако, что это утверждение касалось лишь го- 
родов Мизийской равнины, которые автор перечислил в предыдущем фрагменте. 
Даже если мы согласимся с тем, что речь шла обо всех захваченных византий- 
цами территориях, то все равно нет уверенности в следствиях этих поражений, 
поскольку кроме утверждения о самом факте поражений обеих императорских 
армий Пахимер не говорит ничего на тему дальнейшей судьбы территорий 
восточной Старой Планины, на которых проходили эти битвы. Зато Фил дает 
понять, что вскоре Глава повел очередной поход и покорил Лахану. Беря во 
внимание дальнейшую судьбу крестьянского царя, а именно поиск помощи у 
Ногая, представляется это весьма правдоподобным. Слабые властители, которые 
восседали на болгарском троне после падения Лаханы, были не в состоянии вер- 





9 Ha тему конструкции его произведения и принятого HM способа презентации свершений Гла- 
вы Vide ЛОПАРЕВ, op. сй., с. 16-19; ЗЛАТАРСКИ, ор. сй., c. 602-607. Стоить отметить, что в целом прав 
Златарский, который придерживается хронологической схемы произведения, однако у поэта 
появляются и такие фрагменты, где сливаются личности и местности из разных военных походов — 
напр. PHILES, р. 54320.332. Cf. БОЖИЛОВ, Българите, с. 290, прим. 25; IDEM, България, с. 511. Откро- 
венно говоря, описание кампании 1278-1279 гг. пера Фила и очередность занятия крепостей на- 
столько запутаны, что ни одна из предпринятых в науке попыток реконструкции событий не может 
быть полностью убедительной. 


?! PACHYMERES, t. 1, VI, 19, р. 4663.10. 
6° PHILES, р. 53263-275 276-278 (цитата). 
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нуть утерянных в пользу Византии территорий, ибо они полностью были зави- 
симы от воли татарского вождя Ногая. Вдобавок, на юг от центрального хребта 
Старой Планины существовали независимые от Тырнова болгарские владения, 
властители которых сотрудничали скорее с византийцами, нежели с болгарскими 
царями”. Кроме того, летописцы не сообщают о военных конфликтах межд жа 
Болгарией и Византией в течение последних двух десятилетий ХШ столетия 
Доказательством того, что еще в 1285 году Гем был византийско- “болгарской 
границей, является упоминание о татарском нашествии на Фракию в 1285 году. 
Сообщающий 06 этом событии Пахимер назвал «болгарской землей» территории 
на север от хребта Старой Планины, давая в то же в время понять, что территории 
на юг от этих гор были уже византийским доменом. В свою очередь, загадочная 
информация Фила, которая могла бы быть основой для утверждения о каких-то 
конфликтах между двумя соседствующими друг с другом государствами во вре- 
мена правления болгарского царя Смилеца (1292-1298), с основанием не берется 
BO внимание, поскольку противоречит сообщениям более достоверных источни- 
?. Лишь Феодор Святослав (1300-1321), после преодоления оппозиции в стра- 


% Анализ ситуации болгарского государства в это время — Z. PLIAKOV, Les relations bulgaro- 
byzantines à la fin du XII siècle (1277-1292), Bsl. 8, 1986, pp. 267-286; IDEM, Die Aussenpolitik des Bul- 
garischen Staates um das Ende des 13. Jh. (1292-1300), Études Historiques 12, 1984, pp. 21-36; ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, 
България, с. 529-542. О партикуляризме и сепаратизме в Болгарии этого периода vide II. Ников, Из 
историята на Подбалканската област, Родина 1, 1938, 2, с. 25-35 (здесь период до 1304 г.); Г. 
Николов, Властта на сепаратистите в България през втората половина на ХШ в., Годишник на 
Софийския Университет „св. Климент Охридски”. Център за славяно-византийски проучвания 
„Иван Дуйчев” 90 (9), 2000, с. 219-228. 


°’ PACHYMERES, t. 2, I, 20-Ш, 26, рр. 573-2671; GREGORAS, t. 1, V, 6-VII, 5, рр. 14411-24415. 
Исключением является лишь короткое упоминание о каких-то сражениях византийцев с болгарами B 
то время, когда Михаил VIII Палеолог был занят укреплением азиатской границы Византии — 
GREGORAS, t. 1, V, 5, р. 1401417. Р.М. NICOL, The last centuries of Byzantium, 1261-1453, Cambridge 
1996, pp. 67-68, FAILLER, Chronologie, pp. 245-246, 247 и А.Е. LAIOU, Constantinople and the Latins. 
The Foreign Policy of Andronicus II 1282-1328, Cambridge (Mass.) 1972, pp. 13, 23 датируют это 
пребывание императора B Малой Азии на время ero отлучения Папой Мартином IV (1281-1285), 
а точнее на время, когда весть об этом достигла до него вскоре после 18.10.1281 г. (хотя упоминание 
Григоры может касаться также нашествия Иоанна из Фесалии и Стефана Милютина на Византию в 
1282 году), то есть во время правления Георгия I Тертера. Это было бы, таким образом, доказа- 
тельством вооруженных столкновений между империей и Болгарией, являющихся скорее всего ре- 
зультатом активного участия болгарского властителя в антивизантийской коалиции, организованной 
Карлом [ Андегавенским. В такой ситуации можно соотнести эту информацию с сообщением Фила 
~ PHILES, р. 54320-321: „И тогда неожиданно напал на него [Главу — К. М.] опытный Тертер, который 
пораженный им почил в темноте”. В 1284 г. был, однако, заключен мир, в результате которого 
границы между государствами не претерпели изменений. Ученые по большей части не высказыва- 
ются на тему приведенного сообщения Григоры, утверждая, что участие Тертера в антивизантий- 
ской коалиции не привело с его стороны к военным действиям. — PLJAKOV, Les relations, р. 276. 


68 PACHYMERES, t. 2, I, 29, p. 8013.21. 


© PHILES, p. 54320-324. Комментарий y ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, България, с. 540-541. НИКОВ, op. cit., c. 29, убеди- 
тельно доказывает, что еще до вступления на трон Смилец был в хороших отношениях c Византией. 
Даже если предположить, что данные Фила о каких-либо спорах между царем и Андроником П 
были верны (Й. АНДРЕЕВ, М. ЛАЛКОВ, Исторически справочник. Българските ханове и царе. От хан 
Кубрат до цар Борис Ш, Велико Търново 1996, с. 241), то и в этом случае в свете его сообщения 
победившей стороной были византийцы, а тем самым Status quo на границы не изменился. 
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He и безуспешной акции Михаила 1301 года был в состоянии начать в 1304 году 
борьбу за возвращение старопланинских территорий, а также крепостей, ле- 
жащих на юг от этого массива, которая закончилась успешно включением этих 
территорий в болгарское владение в силу мирного трактата с Византией в 1307 
году . 

Могло бы показаться, что на основании наших знаний о кризисе в хозяйствен- 
ной и военной сферах во времена правления Андроника П, когда государству не 
хватало денежных средств в этих областях жизни'!, нельзя полагать, что Глава 
действительно вел строительную деятельность в пограничных областях государ- 
ства. Исследования показывают, однако, обширное возведение фортификацион- 
ных сооружений во времена правления большинства владетелей поздней Визан- 
тии”. Стоит отметить, что такие сооружения в горах были значительно дешевле 
по причине того, что сырье для строительства укреплений было там в свободном 
доступе, и не было необходимости в больших затратах на транспортировку стро- 
ительных материалов, которые надо было нести в случае возведения равнинных 
крепостей. Кроме того, стены и башни укреплений не обязательно должны были 
быть такими основательными, крепкими и высокими, как в случае строительства 
на незащищенной равнинной территории, поскольку уже само местоположение 
укреплений на естественным образом защищенной горной территории утрудняло 
потенциальному противнику доступ к ним. Кроме того, слова Григоры о том, что 
часть крепостей Глава «возвел/поднял от фундаментов» (Ex PdOowv dvryeipe)”" 


вовсе не обязательно означает, что он построил их т crudo radice. Этот оборот 
скорее обозначал в тот период отстройку от уровня ранее существующих фун- 
даментов, а не основание совершенно нового ахитектурного объекта . Если же 
говорить об оставшихся крепостях, упомянутых византийским историком, то 
деятельность протостатора ограничилась лишь реконструкцией (ÉTKOÔdUNOE) 
их разрушенных частей и укреплением слабых фрагментов, например, возве- 
дением башен. Нельзя исключить также, что сам Глава участвовал в покрытии 
расходов на эти строительные предприятия, что также снижало затраты государ- 


? PACHYMERES, t. 2, VII, 27, рр. 62811-62956; GREGORAS, t. 1, УШ, I, р. 2835-11; CANTACUZENUS, t. 1, 
І, 1, p. 1317; I, 22, p. 10817.19; I, 38, p. 1862224. Комментарий — ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, България, c. 546-550; 
3. Пляков, Българо-византийски отношения при Теодор Светослав (1305-1321 2.), Palaeobulgarica 
16, 1992, 1, pp. 93-101; GEORGIEVA, op. cit., pp. 189-191; LAIOU, op. cit., рр. 170-171. 


71 G. OSTROGORSKI, Dzieje Bizancjum, przeklad pod red. H. EVERT-KAPPESOWEJ, Warszawa 1968, pp. 
377-386; NICOL, op. cit., pp. 93, 107-121; LAIOU, op. cit., pp. 16-17, 114-126. 

” BARTUSIS, The Late, р. 287. 

73 GREGORAS, t. 1, X, 4, р. 48415.16. 

^ BARTUSIS, The Late, p. 287. Cf. староболгарское соответствие этого оборота — ,cz24AY2 WT 
Javana” (A. ПОПОВ, Царевград Търнов, т. 4 Средновековни надписи, монограми, букви u знаци от 
търновската „Велика Лавра”, София 1984, c. 8-9) из инскрипции царя Ивана Асеня II, находящейся 
в храме св. Сорока Мучеников в Тырнове, а также интерпретация этого оборота – БОЖИЛОВ, 


Фамилията, с. 56; И. АНДРЕЕВ, Търново — столица на Второто българско царство, (в:) История на 
Второто българско царство, Велико Търново 1996, с. 195-196. 


75 GREGORAS, t. 1, X, 4, р. 484,5. 
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ственной казны”. Если еще вспомнить, что со времен Михаила УШ политика 
империи была ориентирована прежде всего на запад'', то сообщение Фила 
становится еще более достоверным. Никифор Григора прямо указывает на цель 
отстраивания либо укрепления эти крепостей в конце ХШ и в начале XIV столе- 
тий. Речь шла о том, чтобы защитить северные границы государства от унич- 
тожительных наездов монголов. Конкретным импульсом для предпринятия этих 
строительных начинаний могли быть два идущие друг за другом нашествия этих 
кочевников на территории Фракии, в 1297 и 1298 годах. Дополнительно в 1299 
году B Златой Орде был свергнут Ногай, который был связан с императорским 
родом Палеологов и мог восприниматься в Византии как союзник. Тем более что 
он жесткой рукой правил болгарским троном, не давая возможности царям на- 
чать борьбу за утраченные территории. Период между 1298 и 1301 годами - это в 
болгарском царстве время очередных конфликтов вокруг царского трона, резуль- 
тат которых мог беспокоить южного соседа. Сначала царица — вдова Смилеца, 
желая обеспечить преемственность своему малолетнему сыну, предложила цар- 
скую корону сербскому владетелю Стефану Урошу П Милютину (1282-1321), 
что было непосредственным ударом по византийским интересам. Потом, вместе с 
Чаки, сыном Horas, который бежал от Токтая, соперника своего отца, к границам 
империи приблизилась татарская угроза, и в конце концов болгарский трон 
перешел к уже упомянутому Феодору, сыну Георгия I Тертерия. Андроник П 
пробовал подражать начинаниям своего отца с конца семидесятых годов ХШ 
века и пытался вновь вмешаться во внутренние дела царства, поддерживая своего 
кандидата на трон — Михаила, сына Константина Тиха и Марии Палеолог”. 
После этих рассуждений стоило бы поставить вопрос, каким образом вы- 
глядела византийско-болгарская граница в северо-восточной Фракии в период 
1279/80-1304 гг. Вполне очевидно, что в своих рассуждениях я не взял во внима- 
ние всех крепостей, находящихся на территории Старой Планины, захват кото- 
рых приписывает Главе византийский поэт, однако лишь перечисленные мною 


76 BARTUSIS, The Late, р. 287, также прим. 37, которое приводит примеры таких инвестиций 
византийских владетелей, реализуемых иногда в рамках обязанности, называемой каотрокиола — 
BARTUSIS, State Demands, pp. 205-212. 


77 OSTROGORSKI, ор. cit., p. 387; NICOL, op. cit., р. 123. 


5 ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, България, c. 541, ссылаясь на источники — PACHYMERES, t. 2, Ш, 25, p. 2571214 и 
Прёовгоикос, c. 99, утверждает, что B эти годы имели место татарские нашествия Ha Фракию. 
Следует, однако, обратить внимание, что Пахимер вспомнил лишь о каких-то движениях среди 
татар, которые обеспокоили императора, и быть может, историк имел в виду внутреннюю борьбу в 
Орде, между Ногаем и Токтаем. Касательно же второго сообщения, Федор Метохит утверждает в 
нем, что болгарская царица «лживо» распространяла вести о монгольском нашествии на земли 
империи. С другой стороны, татарские нашествия были в то время довольно частым явлением, по- 
этому я принимаю интепретацию болгарского ученого, хоть и с некоторыми оговорками. Cf. LAIOU, 
ор. си., р. 97. 

1 PACHYMERES, t. 2, Ш, 26, рр. 26215-26718; Прёоввоикос, с. 90-100 (здесь подробно o визан- 
тийских намерениях по отношению к Стефану Милютину). На тему всех этих событий vide LAIOU, 
op. cit., pp. 100-101; ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, България, c. 542-545; Божилов, Фамилията, loc. cit. (поход Михаила 
на Тырново датирует 1300 г.); 7. PLIAKOV, Die bulgarisch-byzantinischen Beziehungen Anfang des 14. 
Jahrhunderts (1300 bis Mitte 1305), BHR 18, 1990, 3, pp. 33-45. 
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крепости OH четко упомянул как укрепленные выдающимся вождем. Беря Bo BHH- 
мание идентификацию этих объектов военной архитектуры, предлагаемую совре- 
менной наукой, можно резюмировать, что византийцы заняли на четверть века 
склоны старопланинского массива от Сливена на западе до Месембрии на Чер- 
ном море. Северной границей их владений наверняка был хребет Гема, и даже 
некоторые укрепленные пункты на северных склонах этого горного массива’. 

В научной литературе, затрагивающей проблему византийского вмешатель- 
ства в события, связанные с узурпацией Лаханы, справедливо подчеркивается, 
что целью организации Михаилом УШ военного похода на болгарские терри- 
тории было возведение на тырновский трон императорского протеже, то есть 
Ивана Асеня Ш. Удивляет, однако, требующее длительного времени и исчерпы- 
вающее силы участие византийских войск в занятии конкретных старопланин- 
ских крепостей, рассеянных на обширной территории восточной части гор. Было 
это, конечно же, результатом сопротивления болгар, которые обосновались на 
горных территориях, закрывая императорским войскам дорогу внутрь государ- 
ства. Византийских действий нельзя, однако, объяснять только самоотверженной 
защитой противника, ибо можно было всего лишь прорваться через одно из 
старопланинских ущельев и продолжать марш на Тырново. Этот факт обратил на 
себя внимание Иордана Андреева, который считал, что византийцы хотели 
подавить бунт на всей территории, с которой был связан крестьянский вождь и 
на которой пребывало болыше всего его сторонников*'. В контексте пред- 
ставленных мною рассуждений представляется, что борьба за каждую крепость 
на территории Гема 1278-1279 гг. доказывает, что одной из целей похода было 
твердое занятие этой стратегической территории и включение ее в византийское 
государство. Это, в свою очередь, в какой-то степени показывает роль и значение 
укреплений старопланинского хребта в отношениях между соседствующими 
государствами. 

Перевалы восточной, самой низкой части Старой Планины с античных времен 
являлись наиболее удобными и чаще всего используемыми проходами в направ- 
лении к Фракии. В связи с этим действия, предпринятые Главой в 1278-1279 го- 
дах с целью овладеть этой территорией, а затем укрепить ее, полностью соответ- 
ствовали бы византийской концепции организации границ на естественных 
преградах, особенно в горах с многочисленными оврагами, в которых строились 
крепости, исполняющие роль защиты от врагов“. Стратегическая роль этой тер- 
ритории и ее значение в контексте защищенности границ двух соседствующих 
друг с другом государств нашли свое отражение в сражениях Византии и Болга- 
рии за эти укрепления в первой половине XIV столетия. Византия, однако, ни- 
когда более не распространила своей власти так далеко вглубь Гема, как в по- 
следней четверти ХШ века. Факт византийского господства на этой территории 


80 TI. КОЛЕДАРОВ, Политическа география на средновековната българска държава, ч. 2 (1186- 
1396), София 1989, с. 80, 82 и карта нр. 4. 


* Й. АНДРЕЕВ, Въстанието на Ивайло — изследвания u проблеми, Трудове на Великотърновския 
Университет ‘Кирил и Методий’. Исторически факултет 17, 1979-1980, 3, с. 18-21. 


3? BARTUSIS, The Late, p. 303. 
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свидетельствует, с одной стороны, о наличии у империи сил в конце этого сто- 
летия, прежде всего во время правления Михаила VIII, a с другой — о глубоком 
кризисе власти в болгарском государстве, который был преодолен лишь во время 
Феодора Святослава. 

Представленный выше фрагментарный анализ произведения известного ви- 
зантийского поэта позволил сформулировать гипотезу, объединяющую его сооб- 
щение с информацией, содержащейся в „Римской истории” Никифора Григоры, 
и тем самым пролить новый свет на местоположение византийско-болгарской 
границы в конце ХШ века. Окончательную верификацию данных, содержащихся 
в произведении Мануила Фила, касающихся представленной мною проблемы, 
дадут результаты археологическо-архитектурных исследований останков крепо- 
стей на восточной части территории старопланинского хребета. Должен под- 
черкнуть, что я имею в виду регулярные раскопки конкретных объектов, которые 
позволят определить по мере возможностей точную хронологию функциониро- 
вания укреплений, а также этапы их перестройки? 

Подводя итог, следует констатировать, что панегирик, посвященный военным 
достижениям Михаила Дуки Главы Тарханиота, является важным и до сих пор 
мало изученным источником по истории византийско-болгарских отношений в 
тот период, о чем вспоминал уже двадцать пять лет назад Васил Гюзелев“. 

Перевел с польского: Иван Петров 


33 Проведенные до настоящего времени исследования на этой территории гор имели прежде 
всего характер поверхностных, дающих лишь очень общую информацию на тему данного объекта — 
cf. ЛИСИЦОВ, ор. cit., c. 1-2, 5-12; МОМЧИЛОВ, Пътна, с. 7-8; КОВАЧЕВ, op. cit., с. 8-10. 


* В. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, Средновековната поезия като извор за историята на България, (в:) Самият 
Търновград ще разтръби победите. Средновековни поети за България, ред. В. ГЮЗЕЛЕВ, София 1981, 
с. 200-201. Это мнение повторил недавно КОВАЧЕВ, ор. cit., с. 27, и это означает, что произведение 
византийского поэта до сегодняшнего дня не дождалось подробного анализа и соответствующей 
реинтерпретации. 
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THE DEATH OF TSAR STEFAN DUSAN: A CONTRIBUTION TO THE ISSUE 


Historiography has determined that the Tsar Stefan Dušan died on December 20", 
1355. There is a prevailing belief, however, that besides of the exact date little else is 
known about this event. The date of death was confirmed by data from the Serbian 
chronicles, as well as the Byzantine short chronicles'. Contemporary sources dating 
from around DuSan’s death, either Serbian or Byzantine, have no mention of the place 
or circumstances surrounding the death of this monarch, which would have been im- 
portant not only during his lifetime, but, rather, extremely important for contemporary 
Serbian, Yugoslav, or even regional history, mainly due to the divergent and unusually 
rich posthumous tradition of his images. 

The contemporary Serbian narrative sources, which are mostly hagiographic and 
biographic in form, contain no specific mention of DuSan’s death. The unfinished bio- 
graphy of DuSan ends with the events taking place in 1335?. The contemporary Byzan- 
tine narrative sources, written by Nikephoros Gregoras and John Kantakouzenos, men- 
tion this event only briefly and somewhat casually, as an introduction to subsequent 
events”. The surviving Serbian sources contain the first data of Dusan's death some 
twenty years after the fact — these are the already mentioned chronicles and one re- 
cord". The oldest Byzantine short chronicle that records Du&an's death was written in 
Thessalonica at the beginning of the 15" century. In Serbian regions, during the 15" 
century and later, a number of chronicles, chronologically named "younger", and one 


' Stari srpski rodoslovi i letopisi, ed. Lj. STOJANOVIC, Beograd-Sremski Karlovci 1927, no. 130, pp. 
80-82, sq; Die Byzantinische Kleinchroniken, 1-П, ed. P. SCHREINER, Wien 1975, 1977, I, по. 8, p. 352, 
no. 2, p. 379, no. 1, p. 623, II, no. 42, App. 612, p. 287. 


2 Arhiepiskop Danilo i drugi, Životi kraljeva i arhiepiskopa srpskih, ed. D. DANIČIĆ, Zagreb 1866 
(London 1972) pp. 215-231. 


* Nicephori Gregorae Byzantina historia, 1-11, ed. L. SHOPENUS, Bonnae 1829-1830, Ш, ed. I. BEKKE- 
RUS, Bonnae 1855, III, p. 556; Ioannis Cantacuzeni eximperatoris historiarum libri IV, cura L. SHOPENI, 
Bonnae 1828-1832, III, p. 314. 


* Stari srpski rodoslovi i letopisi, ed. STOJANOVIC, infra. Stari srpski zapisi i natpisi, Ш, ed. Lj. 
STOJANOVIC, Beograd 1905 (1984), no. 5006, p. 68. 
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genealogy were written that contain information about DuSan’s death; it was also re- 
corded in a number of written records. 

It is interesting to note that the historiographic texts from Dubrovnik dating from 
the beginning of the 17" century, namely the works of Don Mauro Orbini (1601) and 
Giacomo Luccari (1605), for unknown reasons have versions of DuSan’s death much 
richer in detail than the works contemporary to this event, as well as the works created 
at a later date”. According to these texts, Dušan died of a fever, during his campaign on 
Constantinople. A couple of decades later, another version of Duÿan’s death, princi- 
pally based on the Serbian chronicles, appeared in the hagiographic-historiographic 
essay about the life of DuSan’s son, the Tsar Uroë, written by the patriarch of Pec, Pa- 
jsije (1614-1647). 

Finally, it should be mentioned that DuSan’s death found its place in the oral folk 
poems, in the epic poems published in well-known anthologies during the middle of 
the 19" century, which requires a special commentary as well’. 

The Orbini and Luccari versions have had an interesting scientific fate, filled with 
twists and turns. In short, their information was first used by du Cange for his biogra- 
phy of DuSan (1680), and thus the story of the Tsar's death during a military campaign 
had entered Byzantine studies. Later, based on du Cange's text and the Russian abbre- 
мае translation of Orbini's text (1722), the notion of Dušan dying during his cam- 
paign on Constantinople entered the Serbian pre-critical historiography as well. This 
version of the Tsar's death was, namely, elaborated on in the very influential work at 
the time about the history of South Slavic people written by archimandrite Jovan Rajic 
(1794). Afterwards, modern critical historiography, in its own manner, took under con- 
sideration whether the versions of the scholars from Dubrovnik may have been written 
on the basis of some unknown and nowadays missing, but reliable sources. Their data 
however was deemed unreliable, and from the times of Florinskij (1882) and Jireéek 
(1911) the overriding notion is that DuSan died under unknown circumstances. It ap- 
pears, that MoSin alone (1950) believed in the versions given by the Dubrovnik au- 
thors®. Later researchers basically relied upon Florinskij, and L will mention only some 
of them — Jireček, then Soulis, and lately, Fine and Ferjančić’. It seems that there are 


* M. ORBINI, Il regno degli Slavi, Pesaro 1601, p. 268; G. LUCCARI, Copioso ristretto degli Annali di 
Rausa, Venezia 1605. The version used here is the one reprinted in Ragusa 1790, pp. 60-61. 

° Żitije cara Urośa od patrijarha peckog Pajsija, Glasnik Srpskog učenog društva 22 (1867) pp. 209- 
232, pp. 216-217. 

TV. KARADZIC, Srpske narodne pjesme, knjiga II, Beč 1845 (Beograd 1972); B. PETRANOVIC, Srpske 
narodne pjesme iz Bosne i Hercegovine, knjiga 1, Beograd 1867; B. PETRANOVIĆ, Srpske narodne pjesme iz 
Bosne i Hercegovine, knjiga III, Beograd 1870. 


8 C. DU FRESNE DU CANGE, Historia Byzantina duplici commentario illustrata, Parisiis 1680 (Bruxelles 
1964) 291-292; full title of the Russian translation of Orbini’s text by count S. Vladislavić cf. in the fore- 
word by M. Pantić, (in:) MAVRO ORBIN, Kraljevstvo Slovena, Beograd 1968, LXXXIII n.135; J. RAJIČ, 
Istorija raznih slovenskih narodov najpače Bolgar, Horvatov i Serbov, I-IV, Sremski Karlovci 1794-1795, 
IL, pp. 643-644; T. FLORINSKIJ, Južnye Slavjane i Vizantija, Il, St. Petersburg 1882 (VR, London 1973), 
p. 200 sq; K. JIREČEK, Geschichte der Serben, I, Gotha 1911 (Amsterdam 1967), p. 412; V. MOŠIN, Sv. 
Patrijarh Kalist i Srpska Crkva, Glasnik Srpske pravoslavne crkve 27-9 (1950), pp. 192-206, 202-204. 


? Cf. FLORINSKIJ, Juznye Slavjane, ЇЇ, pp. 200-208; JIRECEK, Geschichte der Serben, I, p. 412; С. 
SOULIS, The Serbs and Byzantium during the Reign of Tsar Stephen Dušan and his Successors, Washington 
1984 (Athens 1995), pp. 113-114; B. FERJANCIC, Jovan Kantakuzen, (in:) Vizantijski izvori za istoriju 
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reasons to review once again the whole issue — first and foremost the information pro- 
vided by the Dubrovnik authors, but all the other relevant sources as well. 

Let us review briefly the source materials at hand, primarily the information from 
the Serbian chronicles and genealogies. The chronicles bear much more significance to 
this issue. Mainly, as historic sources, the most important are the chronicles which, in 
accordance to the division made by Stojanovic, belong to the group of the so-called 
older chronicles, which were written shortly after the Battle of Marica in 1371. AI- 
though they are categorized as chronicles, these "older" copies are actually mere 
predecessors of this genre — they are more short hagiographies or short histories of the 
monarchs, while the true examples of chronicles are those that Stojanovié categorized 
as “younger”, and we now have access to them through the manuscripts from the 16", 
17" and 18" centuries). Thus ће Koporin, Реб and Studenica chronicles mention the 
exact date of DuSan’s death, but do not mention place or circumstances, “... he built a 
great home for the archangels Michael and Gabriel in the town of Prizren, where, upon 
his death, his relics were also placed. He had a gratifying and merciful life, and died in 
the year 6864, on December 20", on Sunday, leaving behind great sorrow and mourn- 
ing in the Serbian land" (the quote is from the Koporin chronicles, and the similar men- 
tions are made in the Pec, Studenica, Cetinje, and the older Vrhobreznica chronicles)! 3 
The records from the church typika, with one exception, also mention that he died on 
December 20" '* Most of the younger chronicles which were written, according to 
Stojanovic, one or more centuries after the older ones, with certain differences in their 
statements, have a brief mention of DuSan’s death, while only some of them mention 
the exact date of his death. It is worth noting the information from the so-called Dečani 
chronicle written, as it appears, in the second half of the 15" century. This source will 
be referred to again, and its rather unreliable edition was, according to Stojanovié, 
made on the basis of the manuscript of the Russian redaction dating from the second 
half of the 18" century. It states: “6867. (1354.) tsar Stefan passed away near Constan- 
tinople, they say as pre-mighty, but some cry out as being poisoned”'”. Genealogies 
bear little or almost no importance towards this issue, since only the so-called Peja- 
tovic’s genealogy, written probably in the 15" century and preserved from the manu- 
script dating from the 17" century, contains the already known chronological data 
about Duëan’s death — “Stefan tsar Dušan ruled for 24 years and then died.”'* The 
older genealogies have no mention of DuSan’s death except the chronological ones, and 
neither do the so-called Constantine's genealogy, written during the reign of the Despot 


пагода Jugoslavije, t. VI, Beograd 1986, pp. 297-575, 557-558 n.625; J. V.A. FINE, The Late Medieval Bal- 
kans. A Critical Survey from the Late Twelfth Century to the Ottoman Conquest, Ann Arbour 1994, pp. 
334-337; B. FERJANCIC (in:) S. CIRKOVIC, B. FERJANCIC, Stefan Dusan. Kralj i car, Beograd 2005, pp. 
307-308. 


ЮВ. MIHALICIC, Letopisi, (in:) Leksikon srpskog srednjeg veka, ed. S. ĆIRKOVIĆ, R. MIHALICIC, Beo- 
grad 1999, pp. 367-368. 


l! Stari srpski rodoslovi i letopisi, ed. STOJANOVIĆ, no. 130, p. 82, no. 151, p. 103. 


/* Stari srpski zapisi i natpisi, Ш ed. STOJANOVIĆ, no. 5021, р. 71, по. 5006, p. 68. Cf. Stari srpski ro- 
doslovi i letopisi, ed. STOJANOVIC, C. 


3 Dečanski spomenici, ed. S. RISTIC, Beograd 1864, p. 6; Stari srpski rodoslovi i letopisi, ed. 
STOJANOVIC, no. 575, p. 205. 


* Stari srpski rodoslovi i letopisi, ed. STOJANOVIĆ, no. 58, pp. 49-50. 
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Stefan Lazarevié (1389-1427), and most certainly before 1431, which is considered to 
be the first known genealogy, and the prototype of future examples of this genre. Con- 
stantine's genealogy mentions the first criticism of Duśan's rule — “Duÿan overstepped 
the authority given to him by his forefathers and autocratically proclaimed himself a 
tsar" (this kind of criticism is characteristic for the period of the Despot Stefan's reign) 
— but has no mention whatsoever of DuSan’s death". The information provided in the 
Byzantine short chronicles is only chronological in nature, and thus will not be particu- 
larly reviewed. 

Let us now focus on what the Dubrovnik authors say about DuSan’s death. Orbini 
stated the following: “Having reached Diaulopota in Romania, he was struck by fever 
that could not be cured, and thus in the year 1354, at the age 45, he was parted from 
this world. His body was then taken with great funeral ceremonies to the Monastery of 
St. Archangels near Prizren, which was one of his legacies. As a king and tsar he ruled 
a total of twenty five years. Others claim that Stefan parted with this world in 
Nerodimije”'*, Luccari gives a somewhat more detailed version: “In the year 1356 the 
Emperor of Serbia, Stefan, declared war on Constantinople and with 85 thousand ex- 
perienced soldiers marched on to Romania. However, since human hope is uncertain, 
and having reached an insignificant place Diapoli in Thrace, he fell down with fever, 
which eventually killed him on December 18" — the month that Serbs name Prosinac — 
thus having unfulfilled his wish to conquer Constantinople, so that he could keep the 
infidels away from Europe and so that he could put under his Slavic rule the Empire 
and monarchy of Constantine the Great". 

Patriarch Pajsije writes that Dušan died on December 20", after 24 years of rule. He 
does not mention anything about the circumstances under which “the merciful Tsar 
Stefan parted with this vain world,” but he does mention that there was “a great deal of 
mourning and sorrow in the Serbian land" — a description characteristic to the manner 
in which DuSan’s death was described in the first annals. However, it brings something 
completely new — the Lord celebrated DuSan after death by “sanctifying his relics,” 
which shows the beginning of the creation of the cult of this ruler's sainthood'®. The 
Trono$a genealogy, a learned compilation from the 18" century, states that Dušan 
"died in Prizren, and was there buried in a silver coffin in the town's cathedral.” !? 

There are also several records of the oral folk tradition about Dušan’s death. We 
find the following version in Vuk Karadžić’s anthology — “Serbian tsar Stefan got ill / 
in Prizren, a tame place, / he got ill, and about to die.” In the first anthology of Bogol- 
jub Petranović we have the following version: “Serbian tsar Stefan got ill / in Prizren, 
in his white palace.” In another later anthology of Petranović’s, there is a poem “The 
Death of Dušan”, which talks about DuSan’s campaign on “white Istanbul” — “When he 


> Stari srpski rodoslovi i letopisi, ed. STOJANOVIC, no. 38, p. 44. Similar in the later genealogy by Pa- 
jsije, see: Stari srpski rodoslovi i letopisi, ed. STOJANOVIC, no. 21, p. 35. 


^ ORBINI, Il regno degli Slavi, p. 268. 


'" LUCCARI, Copioso ristretto, pp. 60-61. Thanks to the kindness of my colleague Tibor Zivkovié, I had 
an opportunity to see the unpublished translation of Luccari's work into Serbian made by О. Kapetanié. 


T Zitije cara Urosa od patrijarha peckog Pajsija, pp. 216-217. 
? Tronoski rodoslov, ed. J. SAFARIK, Glasnik druëtva srbske slovesnosti V (1853), pp. 17-112, 70. 
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got close to Constantinople / to the wide Davor field / when he reached the plains / 
DuSan met his maker / He got ill, about to die / And so he did, rest his soul! ..." The 
Petranović anthology also contains the poem “Branković Calls upon the Turks to come 
to Kosovo," which also mentions DuSan’s death — “Mighty DuSan before Ternovia / He 
wanted to press upon Istanbul / But he could not / Death was closer to him than his 
shirt / Death, they say, stole the glory / Death found him, leaving Istanbul behind...””° 

It is appropriate to stress here something relating to the images of Duÿan in general, 
regardless of this attempt to gain the "positive" knowledge about the vague circum- 
stances under which he died. It is apparent that with time certain images about DuSan 
became indented and built upon; therefore the images we have dating from the dawn of 
the 19" century are rather unrealistic. Contemporary political needs also started influ- 
encing a great deal the images created in regards to this monarch. However, the disbal- 
ance is already evident in the material provided in the chronicles and genealogies, 
thereafter from the end of the 14", and particularly in the 15" century, as well as in the 
period from the 16" to the 18" centuries. It is noted that the chronicles and genealogies 
contain, roughly estimating, three different views of Duśan”'. The group of older 
chronicles, particularly the Koporin one, have a pronounced positive attitude towards 
Dušan; Constantine' s genealogy contains an evident criticism of Dušan, which is 
deeply elaborated on in the Genealogy of Despot Stefan written by Constantine the 
Philosopher, but also present in the Memories of the Janissary by Constantine from 
Ostrovica; while the younger annals and other genealogies remain neutral, until the 
creation of the particularly partial Tronoëa genealogy. However, divergence is also 
evident at the level of individual data. A good example of an exclusive divergence, i.e. 
extreme opposition in data, is the very case of Tsar DuSan’s death — the Koporin 
chronicles make it clear that he did not die in Prizren, whereas the TronoSa genealogy 
state that he died in Prizren. Duÿan’s rule was presented and evaluated in different 
ways, and this was done by emphasizing or keeping quiet about certain moments and 
events from the time of his reign. One of these events that were particularly interesting 
and important in this sense was his death, as it appears. 

Of all the contemporary historians, the first criticism of the data provided by the 
Dubrovnik authors was given by a somewhat forgotten Timotej Florinskij. In short, he 
found the co-relation between the toponyms Diaulopota and Diapoli and the version of 
the epic folk poem, according to which DuSan died during his campaign on Constan- 
tinople, having reached the Davor field. Florinskij believed that the folk tradition was 
the source of information for the Dubrovnik authors. He pointed out that no contempo- 
rary Greek source had any mention of a campaign of DuSan’s on Constantinople, and 
that the whole story should be dispensed with as a product of the "folk imagination." 
Moëin did not accept Florinskij's arguments, claiming that Luccari's (as well as Or- 
bini's) story “has absolutely no legendary element which would hint of borrowing from 
the folk tradition; rather, it is evident that it was a mere retelling of the short contempo- 


2 y. KARADZIC, Srpske narodne pjesme, knjiga II, Beč 1845 (Beograd 1972), no. 32 pp. 119-121; 
B. PETRANOVIC, Srpske narodne pjesme iz Bosne i Hercegovine, Beograd 1867, knjiga I, no. 17 p. 155; 
op. cit., Beograd 1870, knjiga III, no. 12.114-119 p. 105; no. 23.89-94 p. 240. 


?! Cf. in more detail S. ĆIRKOVIĆ (in:) Stefan Dušan, рр. 325-339, the chapter with the characteristic ti- 
tle “From King Stefan to Duśan the Mighty: Metamorphoses of a Character”. 
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rary statement.” He offered several arguments in support of this claim, the most impor- 
tant ones being that the year 1356 is in accordance with the September-based calendar 
that was in use in Serbia, and that the geographic data is rather suggestive, Diapoli and 
Diaulopota (Devil’s field) is most probably some small village in western Thrace, that 
both Luccari and Orbini mention fever as the cause of death, that the Serbian word the 
authors use for December indicates that the report was originated in Serbia. MoSin 
points out that almost all the chronicles except the TronoZa one confirm that Dušan 
died outside his capital, and that his body was transferred after his death to Prizren. He 
reviewed the information about the military campaign in the context of the interna- 
tional situation in the last two years of DuSan’s life, and particularly the so-called 
“anathema”; that is, the Church’s punishment of excommunication for Tsar Duśan, 
Patriarch Joanikije and the higher clergy, posed by the Patriarch of Constantinople, 
Kallistos. Mo&in did not review the data from the epic tradition, except that he con- 
cluded that “Duÿan’s attempts to settle the dispute with the Church of Constantinople 
suggest that the information given in Luccari's report and the folk tradition should be 
considered reliable.” 

In relation to the folk tradition we should make a general comment that the critical 
historiography has rightfully been, if not completely negatively inclined, then at least 
rather reserved towards the recorded oral tradition as useful source material. There 
should be no doubt that the oral tradition most certainly contributed to the aforemen- 
tioned divergence in the images of DuSan. However, the question is to what degree the 
reports by Orbini and Luccari had sprung from the folk tradition. It is known that Or- 
bini used some written sources, which unfortunately are unknown nowadays. The same 
goes for Luccari, whose story about the end of DuSan’s life is richer in detail. It seems 
that it would be best to say something more about Orbini's and Luccari's sources, the 
interrelation of their versions, as well as the folk tradition, after the information they 
provide is reviewed in greater detail. To begin with, we should look at what could ac- 
tually be recognized and verified in all this information by reliable sources. 

The important commonality are the toponyms Diaulopota and Diapoli (Davor field 
in the epic tradition), which, as it appears, refer to the same location. In our attempt to 
identify them, we should take into consideration the known information dating from 
the last years of DuSan’s life. 

On December 5", 1355, Dušan issued a charter “pod Berom" (“under Ber”); the 
mentioned toponym is understood to represent Berroia in western Macedonia”. At 
least two other toponyms should be taken into consideration, which could have had the 
Serbian record of “under Ber.” One of them is a town in Thrace, well-known from the 
mediaeval sources, located at the foot of the mountain Haemus, whose name was re- 
corded during the Middle Ages in several variants — Borui in Bulgarian texts, Beroe or 
Beroia in Byzantine sources, Veroi, Veraie, Verre in western ones, etc. (modern-day 
Stara Zagora in Bulgaria). Particularly interesting is the Greek variant we find in 


? MOŚIN, Patrijarh Kalist, pp. 202-204. 


2 Stare srpske povelje i pisma, I, ed. Lj. STOJANOVIĆ, Beograd 1929, no. 71 pp. 67-68. The variant 
"Ser" (Serres) was dropped by Jireček (according to the earlier edition of this document), cf. JIRECEK, 
Geschichte der Serben, I, p. 412. 
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Manuel Philes’ text — Berrö, which is closest to the Serbian variant from the aforemen- 
tioned document — Ber". The other toponym is also located in Thrace, close to the con- 
fluence of the river Marica into the Aegean Sea, also very well-known from the medi- 
aeval sources — the Byzantine texts record its name as Bera (modern-day Phera in 
Greece)”. 

The question of where DuSan’s last decree was issued is, thus, very important in re- 
lation to attempting to find the localities that the Dubrovnik authors mention. Duÿan 
died about two weeks after issuing this decree, supposedly during the military cam- 
paign. Is it possible today to identify at all the Diaulopota and Diapoli localities? 

The Mount Athos charters, dating from the middle of the 14" century, mention the 
locality Diabolokampos, in the coastal area Calamaria, near Thessalonica”. The ver- 
sion Diaulopota, even Diapoli, could be interpreted as the incorrect tradition of the 
toponym Diabolokampos. The difficulty with this identification is the fact that in Luc- 
cari’s version Diapoli is located in Thrace, and that both authors mention the campaign 
on Constantinople. Diabolokampos near Thessalonica is relatively close to Berroia in 
western Macedonia. We should consider also the toponym Diampolis, a town in Thrace 
(modern-day Jambol in Bulgaria), well-known from several sources, which would cor- 
respond by location to Luccari’s version, and is located relatively close to Beroe””. On 
the other hand, I have not been able to locate a toponym that would correspond to the 
Diaulopota — Diapoli versions which would be situated in relative proximity to Bera . Ж 
Devol in southern Albania is in its form closest to Diaulopota, and is situated close to 
Berroia in Macedonia” . However, this identification does not concur with the Story 
about the campaign on Constantinople. 


Let us review now whether there would be any mention of DuSan’s military cam- 
paign at the end of 1355. Are there any sources to confirm this, and how much does the 
concept of the campaign fit into what we do know about the last years of DuSan’s life 
and interstate relations of the time? 

N. Oikonomidés wrote an essay a quarter of a century ago about the issue of Byzan- 
tine and Serbian rule over Mount Athos and its surroundings during the period from 
1350 to 1355, and in it he supposed that in the hinterland of the Chalkidiki peninsula 


# Thrakien, ed. P. SOUSTAL, ТІВ 6, Wien 1991, pp. 203-205; Manuelis Philae carmina ex codicibus 
Escurialensis, Florentinis, Parisinis et Vaticanis, ed. E. MILLER, I-II, Paris 1854 (Amsterdam 1967), II 
p. 251. 

2 Thrakien, ed. SOUSTAL, p. 200. 


e Actes de Lavra, П, ed. P. LEMERLE, A. GUILLOU, N. SVORONOS, D. PAPACHRYSSANTHOU, Paris 
1977, no. 94 p. 123, no. 108 p. 195; Actes de Docheiariou, ed. N. OIKONOMIDES, Paris 1984, no. 16 p. 131, 
по. 18 p. 142, no. 21 p. 161, no. 23 pp. 169-172, no. 33 p. 204; Actes de lviron, Ш, ed. J. LEFORT, 
N. OIKONOMIDES, D. PAPACHRYSSANTHOU, V. KRAVARI, H. MÉTRÉVÉLI, Paris 1994, no. 80 p. 283; Actes 
d’Iviron IV, ed. J. LEFORT, N. OIKONOMIDES, D. PAPACHRYSSANTHOU, V. KRAVARI, H. MÉTRÉVÉLI, 
Paris 1995, по. 90 p. 121. Thanks to the kindness of my colleague Mihailo Popovié, I was able to consult 
the unpublished material: Diabolokampos, (in:) Makedonien, südlicher Teil, ed. P. SOUSTAL, TIB 11. 


2 Thrakien, ed. SOUSTAL, pp. 239-240. 
28 Cf. Thrakien, G. BOGIADZES, He próimć othömanokratia ste Thraké, Thessalonik& 1998. 
29 Cf. CIRKOVIC, (in:) MAVRO ORBIN, Kraljevstvo Slovena, p. 308. 
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war broke out between the two states in 1355, and lasted at least until 1363. I will lay 
out the most important arguments relating to the above-mentioned chronological 
boundary. Kantakouzenos mentions that DuSan’s widow Jelena and the emperor John 
Palaeologos were at war even while Duëan was still alive. The Empress-mother, Anna 
of Savoy, ordered the repairs of the Thessalonica walls in the year 6864 (September 1* 
1355 — August 31“ 1356), as it is recorded in one of the inscriptions. The great domes- 
tic Tarchaniotes was murdered on November 2" 1355, as is reported in a short chroni- 
cle — it is possible that he was a victim of the Serbs, because the war most probably 
took place on the Chalkidiki peninsula, where several months before a certain Tar- 
chaniotes with the title of the Great Hetairiarch had been performing military duties”. 

I would like to offer a brief comment on this hypothesis. Kantakouzenos’ informa- 
tion is very valuable, especially because he uses the verb that is undoubtedly referring 
to military actions (“еКро1етб”). As convincing is the information about the reparation 
of the wall. Such repairs were expensive, and they were usually done only in cases of 
imminent danger of war. With all the necessary caution, it makes sense to take into 
consideration the information about the military activities of the Great Hetairiarch Tar- 
chaniotes that took place most probably during 1355. It is possible that this is the same 
person mentioned in the short chronicles which wrote about the killing of the Great 
Domestic Tarchaniotes. 

It is, therefore, believable that there were some military activities in the vicinity of 
Thessalonica at the end of 1355. These activities can, but not necessarily should, be 
linked to DuSan’s campaign on Constantinople. On the other hand, it is known for a 
fact that DuSan’s elite units, German mercenaries and Serbian soldiers under Djuraś 
Ilijjć's command, were sent off to Dalmatia at the end of that year ' However, this 
does not necessarily mean that the main troops and Duÿan could not have waged a war 
somewhere else at the same time. 

How much sense does the whole story about the campaign make in relation to the 
comprehensive DuSan’s relationship with the then Byzantine ruler, John Palaeologos? 
It is known that during the civil war in Byzantium, Duśan at first allied with Kan- 
takouzenos for a very brief time (the summer of 1342 to the spring of 1343). After- 
wards he sided with John Palaeologos, and their relationship was particularly close in 
the period from autumn 1350 through autumn 1352. I will put aside the details and nu- 
ances of the complex role DuSan played in the civil war. It would be useful to cite here 
an earlier conclusion, according to which Kantakouzenos brought into the Byzantine 
politics all his animosity towards Dušan’. It should be said that, according to most 
evidence under the direct influence from Kantakouzenos, Patriarch Kallistos excom- 


9 N. OIKONOMIDES, Hoi dyo Servikes katakteseis tés Chalkidikes ton 14 aiöna, Dypticha 2 (1980- 
1981), pp. 294-299. Ioannis Cantacuzeni, Ш, 361; J.-M. SPIESER, Inventaires en vue d'un recueil des in- 
scriptions historiques de Byzance, Travaux et Mémoires 5 (1973) 175-176; Kleinchroniken, ed. SCHREINER, 
I, p. 93, II, p. 286; Actes de Docheiariou, по. 31, pp. 197-199, In.7. Cf. PLP, 11. Faszikel, ed. E. TRAPP, 
Wien 1991, no. 27468, 27469 pp. 173-174; I.G. LEONTIADES, Die Tarchaniotai. Eine Prosopographisch- 
Sigillographische Studie, Thessaloniki 1998, no. 62, 63, pp. 95-96. 


*! JIRECEK, Geschichte der Serben, I, р. 412; FERJANCIC, Stefan Dušan, pp. 305-307. 


* $. CIRKOVIC, Srbija i Carstvo, Glas Srpske Akademije nauka i umetnosti 384 (1998) pp. 143-153, 
p. 151. 
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municated Dušan, most probably in the summer of 1351, or in the autumn of 135233. It 
is impossible to try and reconstruct the formal-legal explanation of this punishment, 
even though it is necessary to do so, considering the fact that the very document of ex- 
communication was not preserved. It should be borne in mind that the punishment had 
its purpose in the frame of Kantakouzenos current politics, and it was closely related to 
DuSan’s coronation that made him a Tsar and the elevation of the Serbian archbishop- 
гіс to patriarchate”. Dušan initiated negotiations about the dissolution of this church 
punishment, and within them, at least indirectly, about his reign and title. We know 
nothing about the details of these negotiations except that they failed; according to a 
later Serbian source the two parties could not reach an agreement about the "title" (pre- 
sumably that of the Patriarch) and the “towns” (metropolitan sees that were taken from 
Constantinople and put under the jurisdiction of Pec). However, denying the canonical 
validity of the Patriarchate of Pec also made an issue of the legality of DuSan’s согопа- 
tion, thus the whole dispute was of utmost importance. The question remains whether 
there were any negotiations going on with the Patriarchate (and the Emperor) while 
Kantakouzenos was in power. 

The scattered information from different sources about the last years of DuSan’s life 
does not provide a coherent picture, but undoubtedly testify to the complexity of the 
situation in Southeast Europe at the time”. Dušan was excommunicated, the ruler in 
Constantinople was his enemy, with whom he could not reach any kind of agreement, 
except, perhaps, at too great a price. He was at war with the Hungarian King Louis I 
since 1353. In the summer of 1354, DuSan initiated negotiations with the Pope, which 
he eventually abandoned, probably some time during the spring, and most certainly 
before the summer of 1355. It is believed that the most important reason for the initia- 
tion of these negotiations was his intent to neutralize the threat coming from the North, 
from the Hungarian King, by reaching an agreement with the Pope. DuSan also ex- 
pected that the Pope would, through their agreement, name him the Captain of Chris- 
tians in the struggle against the Turks (it was all happening at the time when there had 
been no more doubts about the gravity of the Turkish threat to the Christian nations). 
He was aware that the Hungarian policy towards his state was a great deal part of the 
Papal plans, especially the unionist aspirations to return the "schismatics" under the 
wing of the Church of Avignon. It turned out during the negotiations, as in the previous 
cases, that the condition for reaching an agreement was the acceptance of the Catholic 
faith. We do not know whether DuSan was even inclined to accept such demand from 
the Pope — but according to the report from the Papal emissary, probably not (not to 
mention many other examples of DuSan’s Christian orthodoxy, on many occasions dur- 
ing the previous years of his life), and we have many reasons to believe that neither the 
Patriarch, i.e. the Church, would accept the Pope's demands. A separate issue was the 


* On the chronology S. PIRIVATRIC, Kalistova „anatema“. Pitanje hronologije, in preparation. 


# Cf. the opposite in M. BLAGOJEVIĆ, O spornim mitropolijama carigradske i srpske patrijaršije, 
ZRVI 38 (1999/2000) рр. 359-372. According to Blagojevié, the dispute was limited to the issue of church 
jurisdiction. 

? Cf. the very detailed description (in:) В. RADIC, Vreme Jovana V Paleologa, Beograd 1993, pp. 209- 
265; cf. also FERJANCIĆ, Stefan Dušan, pp. 294-308. 


293 


Srdan Pirivatric 


position of the aristocracy. Duëan gave audience to the papal emissaries, but there was 
no agreement to be reached. He made peace with King Louis (in the spring of 1355), 
and abandoned any further negotiations with the Pope; he managed, around that same 
time through dynastic marriage, to become close to the Vlach prince Alexander, who 
was the enemy of Louis I (DuSan’s son and heir, Uroë, married Alexander's daughter 
Anka), as well as to instigate the feud between the Venetians and Hungarians over the 
towns in Dalmatia. After the change of rulers in Constantinople (December 1354), 
Duÿan perhaps hoped for the better results of the church dispute with Constantinople, 
having in mind his previous relationship with John Palaeologos €. However, he did not 
succeed in resolving the dispute with Constantinople — the problem had been and re- 
mained his title of Tsar, the title of the Patriarch of Serbia and the Sees of the Greek 
Metropolitans, as well as the power over the Byzantine cities. In addition, DuSan, as 
the most powerful Christian ruler in Southeastern Europe, was evidently ready to op- 
pose the growing threat from the Muslim warriors under the leadership of the Osman 
dynasty. Under these circumstances had a decision been made to seek a solution for 
this situation in the military campaign on Constantinople? We should not disregard the 
fact that, according to the Venetian diplomatic reports, there had been in Constantin- 
ople a very strong group inclined to accept the rule of the Serbian monarch'”. The ex- 
pansion of this group was probably most influenced by the fear that existed in the capi- 
tal from the Turkish advancements and the consolidation of their European territory, 
after their conquering of Gallipoli on March 2", 1354. However, sympathies towards 
Duÿan could not have appeared in the period of just half a year. It shows that, during 
the years of the civil war and in the framework of the complex relations and conflicts 
between Kantakouzenos and Palaeologos, as well as their sympathizers, not everybody 
in Constantinople viewed DuSan only as a usurper of the Imperial dignity, as he was 
portrayed by Kantakouzenos and Gregoras in their works, in line with steadfast leaning 
on certain ideology, but most predominantly on certain policies. 

It is known that in the last year of his life DuSan convened a Council which brought 
together, as was usual for the work of this council, Patriarch Sava, the Metropolitans, 
bishops, priors and all the monks from Mount Athos (their presence is not usual at the 
conventions of the Imperial council), as well as all of the aristocracy: Serbian, Greek, 
and that from the Coastal Areas. The convention took place in Krupista on the Bregal- 
nica River, most probably in April, but most certainly before mid May 1355. There are 
no records as to what had been the reason for the convening of this Council, neither 
what was discussed there. A number of DuSan’s charters was preserved, whose tradi- 
tion is not immaculate, that refer to the decisions made at the Council convention in 
Krupista, but these are essentially the ruler's, and not the Council's, sentences, and 
they refer to the proprietary and legal issues of the monastery of Chilandar. The laid 
out comments on the general situation in the region and the challenges to the Tsar's 
policies, as well as the constitution of the Council, imply that the reasons for its con- 
vening were of the utmost importance. In any event, there are reasons to consider that 


*5 Cf. MOSIN, Patrijarh Kalist, pp. 202-203. 


37 According to the often quoted report of bailo Marin Vanieri dated August 6" 1354, cf. Listine o od- 
noSajih izmedu Jużnoga Slavenstva i Mletacke Republike, Ш, ed. S. LIUBIĆ, Zagreb 1872, p. 266. 
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the Papal emissaries were given an audience during this Council, even though there are 
no sources to support this supposition. From the number of charters that refer to the 
Council's decisions it could be assumed that the Tsar was in the vicinity of Krupista, 
on Ovée Field, during May and June, and the beginning of July. However, the manu- 
script tradition of these documents is complex and problematic, and they are to a great 
extent unreliable. The exception is Du&an's charter from May 17", 1355, which also 
refers to the decision from KrupiSta, and, I think, is the only one that reliably testifies 
to the historic nature of this event? 

After September 1“ and certainly before his death on December 20" (and probably 
closer to the second date), at the request of his aunt Irenee Choumnos, Duśan issued а 
charter to the Monastery of John the Prodromos at the Menikion Hill near Serres, con- 
firming her gift to this monastery. At the order of the Tsar, the Serres Metropolitan 
Jakov issued an act in December determining the boundaries of some of the land be- 
longing to the Monastery Philotheus”” 

However, the mentioned document of December 5" is more interesting — the charter 
by which the Tsar confirmed that the aristocrat from Dubrovnik, Maroje Gučetić, had 
been released from all his debts. The document belongs to the group of letters of re- 
lease, the kind that is not typically written in the form of an Imperial charter". We can 
ascertain from the document that Gučetić stayed at DuSan’s court — as it was stated in 
the document “in my Imperial house” — in the period between the Christmas Carnival 
and St. Nicholas Day (November 15" through December 5"), and that he was in no 
debt to either the Tsar, the Imperial family, or any member of the aristocracy. It is evi- 
dent that Gučetić stayed at court for so long precisely because of the possibility of him 
facing his creditors. Since he was found to not be in debt, the Tsar issued him a charter 
of release. It is indicative that during the month of December Gučetić even had а 
chance to meet any of his creditors — it seems that this proves that there was not a small 
number of aristocrats at DuSan’s court at that time. Why did Gučetić ask for letter of 
release in the first place? The guarantor for his dealings within the Empire was DuSan’s 
lord treasurer Nikola Buca, who died in 1354. After the lord treasurer’s death, Gučetić 
dealt with Buca's son Petar and Gruba Paëkve Bartol from Kotor, and then for some 
reason, he wanted to withdraw, and asked for the Imperial confirmation about his set- 


55 About the number of charters written after the Council in Krupista, cf. L. SLAVEVA, V. MOSIN, 

Srpski gramoti od Dušanovo vreme, Prilep 1988, no. 30, 31, 32, 48, 70 pp. 82-88, 141-142, 198-200. 
Thanks to the kindness of my colleague Djordje Bubalo I could acquaint myself with the unpublished mate- 
rial from his Register of Serbian Mediaeval Acts. I rely on his estimate that the charter of May 2” is, if not a 
complete forgery, then most certainly interpolated, and thus should be excluded from any further considera- 
tion. The most reliable document is certainly the charter of May 17". Thus the possible chronology of the 
Council could be between April 5" (the Easter Day that year) and May 17", 1355. 
About the Councils in general, as well as for basic information about the Council in Krupiśta, see N. 
RADOJČIĆ, Srpski državni sabori u srednjem veku, Beograd 1940, рр. 141-144. See also the general infor- 
mation on Councils done by M. BLAGOJEVIĆ, Zbor (2), (in:) Leksikon srpskog srednjeg veka, pp. 222-224; 
Briefly on Krupiśta (in:) FERJANCIC, Stefan Dusan, pp. 304-305. 


? Cf. D. ŽIVOJINOVIĆ, Regeste grckih povelja srpskih vladara, Miscellanea, Serie nuova 27 (2006) pp. 
57-99, no. 28 pp. 83-84, no. 29 p. 84, with the list of publications and bibliography. 


4 Some peculiarities of this document were kindly brought to my attention by my colleague NebojSa 
Por£ic. 
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tled debts. Was the reason for issuing this document, rather unusual from the formal 
standpoint, the circumstance that the Tsar and aristocracy were on the brink of a mili- 
tary campaign, which had, as always, a rather uncertain outcome, so Gučetić wanted to 
ensure in time that he would not receive any future demands for settling of debts, that 
could be brought into question? It should be added what the document also indicates 
that DuSan was outside the city walls (“pod Berom") on the very eve of the winter. But, 
we must also make another remark that winter generally was quite an unusual season 
for huge warfare. During that same winter there was a war in Dalmatia, but it was local 
with small forces. 

It should be underlined that all the documents describing DuSan’s activities during 
the last year of his life have no concrete mention of any military campaign, or any 
other unusual circumstances — however, the information about the State Council that 
same year might be indicative, as well as the relatively large number of the existing 
documents. Namely, there are no other DuSan’s Greek documents since the charter ad- 
dressed to Xenophon from June 1352 until these, the charter to the Monastery of St. 
John and the Act of the Metropolitan of Ser. This comment is ex silentio in character, 
and it is additionally weakened by the well-known circumstance that the number of 
preserved documents could in no event correspond to the number of the produced ones, 
in fact it would be somewhat smaller. 

After all, it could be said that of all the contemporary sources only Kantakouzenos 
mentions the state of war just before the end of DuSan’s life, while everything else is 
merely stronger or weaker indications. However, the modern texts, that either dealt in 
more detail with the Serbian-Byzantine relations before the end of Duśan's reign, 
which were briefly described in previous paragraphs or barely touched upon them; the 
mentioned discussions about the circumstances under which DuSan died did not take 
into consideration, it seems, a somewhat later but significant paragraph from the text 
by Laonikos Chalkokondyles (an author who wrote in the 1480s, i.e. much later than 
these events took place). Within a more elaborate statement about “Tribal monarch 
Stepan”, he writes that he (sc. DuSan) “... waged the war against the Greeks too, so he 
can overpower them (ten archén) and he would often appear in different regions not far 
from Constantinople (epi ta kata to Byzantion höria) with his army, then withdraw and 
retreat"^'. The said elaborate statement, which cannot be analyzed here, has its virtues 
and faults that could be found in other passages in Chalkokondyles' text, which, among 
other things, means surprisingly accurate as well as inaccurate information. The value 
of this passage would become clearer when the quality of all Chalkokondyles' data 
about the South-Slavic world is properly assessed. In regards to the information about 
Serbian raids in the vicinity of Constantinople, my impression is that it is not fantastic 
but rather authentic information". I believe that Chalkokondyles may have had before 
him a reliable source material, which he later incorporated into a more elaborate state- 


*! Laonici Chalcocondylae Historiarum demonstrationes, I-IV, ed. E. DARKÓ, Budapestini 1922, p. 
25.5-8. Cf. English translation with the commentaries by N. NICOLOUDIS, Laonikos Chalkokondyles. A 
Translation and Commentary of the “Demonstrations of Histories", Books I-III, Athens 1996, pp. 118-119. 


4 Nicoloudis noted that there was no evidence to support Chalkokondyles' claim that the Serbian 
troops had reached Constantinople, cf. NICOLOUDIS, Chalkokondyles, p. 166 n.68. 
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ment, which is rich in different information and rather confusing. Orbini had read 
Chalkokondyles, and, as he himself stated, he took from him one part of his story about 
Dušan, and among other, the information that he “attacked the Greeks so that he could 
destroy their empire." Having informed the reader that he had finished the retelling of 
Chalkokondyles' story, Orbini then stated two versions of DuSan’s death, that have 
been previously quoted. 

We should take into consideration another piece of information from Chalkok- 
ondyles' text, which states that, probably in the second half of 1353, the Serbs and 
Bulgarians were jointly preparing a campaign against Orhan's son Süleyman, who in 
1352 conquered the region of the Thracian peninsula (with the exception of Gal- 
lipoli)*. Namely, upon hearing this very news, Süleyman accepted Kantakouzenos’ 
offer to withdraw from Thrace with an adequate financial compensation. However, an 
earthquake then demolished Gallipoli, which Süleyman took as the sign from God. The 
Turks conquered the abandoned fortress, did not honor the agreement and got a foot- 
hold in that part of Thrace. I believe this information to be credible and that it shows 
the seriousness of Du$an’s intentions to confront the Turks. The war against Louis I 
hindered these intentions, and if we are to believe the information provided by the Du- 
brovnik authors, it seems it only postponed them. 


Let us now focus back on the Dubrovnik authors and the key issue at hand — the 
origins of the different versions of the story which they offer, their interrelationship 
and possible influences of the folk tradition. It should be said right away that no certain 
conclusions could be reached, but some suppositions could, about the possible source 
materials and the way the information was spread. The heuristic methods of Mauro 
Orbini were reconstructed to a great extent several decades ago. Luccari's work is still 
waiting for some patient and subtle researchers to give it their attention, and with this, 
the evaluation of the story of DuSan’s death would be made more complete". 


43 Laonici Chalcocondylae, p. 30.7-13. Nicoloudis does not believe that Dušan was planning on con- 
fronting Süleyman, if, for no other reason, because he was planning to start the campaign against Constan- 
tinople in 1354, cf. N. NICOLOUDIS, Herméneutika provlémata henos historikou gegonotos: He katalipse 
tes Kallipolis kai ho Laonikos Halkokondylés, Ta Historika 16 (1992) pp. 41-48, p. 44; NICOLOUDIS, 
Chalkokondyles, pp. 169-170 n.88. However, there can be no possibility of preparations for this campaign 
in 1354, while DuSan’s battles with Louis I were still going on in the areas of the modern northern Serbia. 


“ I could not get my hands on the work by С. BORGI BERCOFF, „Il Regno degli Slavi“ di Mauro Orbini 
e il „Copioso ristretto degli annali di Rausa“ di Giacomo Luccari, (in:) Studi slavistici di Carlo Veerdiani. 
ed. A.M. RAFFO, Pisa 1979, pp. 41-54. Southslavic historiographies should, naturally, be the most inter- 
ested in the evaluation of Orbini's and Luccari's texts, and particularly the evaluation of the validity of the 
information they provide and research of their sources. Within the Serbian historiography, Orbini's text, 
within the multi-decade interest in the Slavic (slovinska) Dubrovnik literature, was far more researched and 
familiar than Luccari's text. Cf. the extensive introductory study by M. Pantić, as well as by R. Samardžić, 
and particularly detailed historiographic commentaries by S. Cirkovié provided with the translation of one 
part of this text into Serbo-Croat (i.e, Serbian) by Z. Sundrica, (all in:) MAVRO ORBIN, Kraljevstvo Slovena 
(see also the same edition reprinted, Beograd 2006, with enriched introduction by M. PANTIC and enriched 
commentary by S. CIRKOVIC). Within the Croatian historiography, which perceives the works by Orbini 
and Luccari as integral part of the widely-understood Croatian historiography, the newest addition is the 
introductory study by Е. Sanjek about Mauro Orbini, given with the translation to Croatian by $. Kusié, cf. 
F. SANIEK, Povijesni pogledi Mavra Orbinija, (in:) MAVRO ORBINI, Kraljevstvo Slovena, Zagreb 1999, pp. 
7-54. Cf. also S. ANTOLJAK, Hrvatska istoriografija do 1918, I, Zagreb 1992, pp. 81-87; M. KURELAC, 
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It is known for a fact that Luccari relied on Orbini, based on the fact that he men- 
tioned Orbini in the list of authors he had read and consulted. However, Orbini was 
also familiar with Luccari's text, which was most certainly still in manuscript form, 
while it could have been completed or not, although it is not certain whether he was 
able to read it or not?. The issue of relations between their versions spreads in several 
directions, the major ones being: whether the basis for their versions were any written 
sources; whether they used one and the same source; if there were two different 
sources, whether they were similar; or if there was one single source, how come there 
were differences in the information they provided; if there was any room in all this for 
the influences of the folk tradition. 

Besides the version he laid out first, Orbini had before him at least one other ver- 
sion of DuSan’s death, which, it seems, he found to be less credible — “others say that 
he died in Nerodimlje." First Orbini's version is not a mere retelling of the source in- 
formation. I believe that we could recognize one small chronological attempt, possibly 
made under the influence of some Serbian chronicle. It first and foremost relates to the 
year of death — 1354 — which is wrong, but this mistake came about by Orbini's mis- 
calculation of the information provided in the source material, which used the Byzan- 
tine calendar. He was prone to making such mistakes, as was already noticed. Orbini 
could have calculated DuSan’s age (45) himself, but again incorrectly, basing his calcu- 
lation on the information from Gregoras that Dušan had been 22 when he had come to 
power (1331) - therefore, 1331-22=1309, 1354-1309=45*°. However, the number of 
years of his reign (25) does not compute with the calculation, and it probably was not 
calculated at all; it could have been just copied from the chronicle. Admittedly, all the 
chronicles that mention the duration of DuSan’s reign do mention 24 years, and there is 
no known exception to this. The piece of information about fever as the cause of death 
could have been taken from some written source. It might be that Orbini did not take 
the term Romania from any source; he often used it to refer to the Byzantine Empire. 
The key issue is from where he could have come across the toponym Diaulopota. This 
is where we could imagine that he was influenced by the oral tradition". The informa- 
tion about the legacy, the Church of St. Archangels, that follows the chronological ex- 
periment, echoes in composition the information from a Serbian chronicle, but could 
also be derived from another kind of source. 

On the other hand, it is certain that Luccari was not lead astray by Orbini in relation 
to DuSan’s death, but relied on the data from his source or he stuck more literally to the 


Hrvatska istoriografija 17. i 18. stoleca, (in:) Hrvatska i Europa: Barok i prosvjetiteljstvo (XVII-XVIII st.), 
ed. I. GOLUB, Zagreb 2003, pp. 301-313. More specific on Luccari see V. MAŽURANIĆ, Izvori dubrovačkog 
historika Jakova Lukarevica, Narodna starina (1924) pp. 121-154. On the basic features of Luccari's infor- 
mation about Bulgarian history cf. I. BOZILOV, Jakov Lukari i bugarska povijest, (in:) Odnosi Hrvata 
i Bugara od X. do XIX. stoljeca s posebnim osvrtom na vrijeme Dubrovaëke republike, ed. A. GULIN, Za- 
greb 2003, pp. 127-135. I was able to consult the Croatian texts thanks to the kindness of my colleague Iva 
Kurelac. 


*5 ORBINI, Il regno degli Slavi, p. 213. Cf. MAŽURANIĆ, Izvori Lukarevića, p. 128. 
46 Cf. the commentary by CIRKOVIC, (in:) MAVRO ORBIN, Kraljevstvo Slovena, pp. 308-309. 


“7 On the other hand, as I had been cordially advised by prof. Cirkovié — imagining the influence of 
some oral tradition is always a very comfortable solution when we are not recognizing the source that is 
behind the autor's version. 
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supposed common source they had. The aforementioned incorrect year (1356) could be 
the result of miscalculation too, if the original source used the world era calendar . + 
However, he also had the date wrong (December 18"). The same mistake is found in an 
old Serbian typikon — and we should not disregard some, whatever, kind of interrela- 
tion”. His citation about how the Serbs call the month of December is very indicative — 
it has already been pointed out that it alludes to the fact that he was using a source writ- 
ten in Serbian”. However, the whole information was not literally repeated, but trans- 
formed through the author's own style. If there was a common written source, then it 
was toponymy; Diapoli seems to have been more literally, or at least a bit more liter- 
ally, taken than Orbini's Diavolopoti. If Thrace was not mentioned in the source, than 
it was Luccari's interpretation. In regards to fever as the cause of death suggests a 
common written source, or two similar. The number of troops (80 thousand) is at first 
glance too exaggerated and it seems as most probably not taken from the source. How- 
ever, it should be mentioned here that the similar number of the Serbian troops fought 
in the Battle of Marica in 1371, which was recorded in the contemporary source (70 
thousand)’. The information about the religious character of the campaign is the au- 
thor's interpretation of the source material, but it is also possible that the source men- 
tioned the Turkish threat as a motive. The mention of the Slavic character of DuSan’s 
reign is most certainly the author's interpretation. The issue is how to understand the 
statement that Diapoli is an "insignificant place?" It is possible that it is just a place 
Luccari used to support his literary style — the great campaign ended in an insignificant 
place, which shows the futility of human hopes — thus we should not consider this 
statement as a piece of historic information. Luccari in the end also mentions the fu- 
neral in the legacy Church of St. Archangels. Just as in the case with Orbini, it may as 
well be part of information from another kind of source and not from a Serbian chroni- 
cle. 

What would might be the sources used by Orbini and Luccari? What seems to be 
quite plausible is a “biography of the Emperor Stefan", made by a certain Stanislav 
Rupčić, cited by Luccari as one of the sources used. It was first in that source that Luc- 
cari could find his information on DuSan’s death. We should also not exclude the pos- 
sibility that some text about the Kotromans might have contained some information on 
the Tsar's death. It is evident that Orbini had such a text before him, which he used to 
great extent on other occasions, and Luccari also mentioned in his text that he had had 
an opportunity to read a Bosnian chronicle — perhaps the same source. Besides, Luccari 
is mentioning by name a certain Milić Velimiśljić (or Velimiśeljić) as „а chronicler of 
Bosna". At the end, Luccari confirmed that he, as well as Orbini, was using some Ser- 
bian chronicles also”. 


48 I do not find acceptable Mośin's conclusion that Luccari's source used the Byzantine year in accor- 
dance to the March calendar system. See G. OSTROGORSKY, BZ 46 (1953) pp. 170-174. 


® Stari srpski zapisi i natpisi, Ш, no. 5021 p. 71. 
39 MOSIN, Patrijarh Kalist, p. 203. 
>| Stari srpski zapisi i natpisi, Ш, no. 4944, pp. 41-44, p. 43. 


* The list of Luccari's sources was elaborate by MAŽURANIĆ, Izvori Lukarevića. For Rupčić, see IDEM, 
p. 145, for Velimiśljić: ibidem, p. 151; chronicles of Serbia and chronicles of Bosna: ibidem, p. 134. 
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It is not possible to tackle the issue of reconstructing these sources in any more de- 
tail. Already objections have been raised that Orbini and Luccari together had some 
sources on DuSan’s reign now unacessible". Orbini was not mentioning nor was he 
listing every used source, so it was possible that he also had Rup£ic’s biography of 
Duśan before him. As far as it concerns some Bosnian chronicle, whoever was the au- 
thor; a kind of it could have been written during the rule of King Tvrtko and may have 
had its place under the whole scope of his activities, and particularly in relation to his 
inheriting the legacy of the Nemanjié dynasty after the coronation in 1377. Tvrtko 
could have been very interested in the creation of the appropriate historiographic text 
which would, on one hand, narrate the history of the Kotroman dynasty, and on the 
other, provide important information about how his inheriting the legacy of the Neman- 
jié dynasty came about. Thus it would make sense that such a Bosnian chronicle, which 
would be both a chronicle and genealogy in one, would give special attention to the 
death of Tsar DuSan, and elaborate on it more than the Serbian chronicles would. It is 
possible that such a source written in Serbian could have been created in some regions 
not directly connected to the Nemanjic rule and its ideological influences. If it is at all 
true that DuSan died during the military campaign, the gravity of that event as well as 
the comprehensive context of that moment in history could be the reasons for the au- 
thors of the first Serbian chronicles not to mention the details of the Tsar's death, ex- 
cept for the cited chronological data. Only indirectly could we construe that the Tsar 
did not die in Prizren, and that after death his body was taken to his legacy, the Monas- 
tery of St. Archangels near Prizren, and was buried there. Another perspective was 
possible for Rupčić and Velemiśljić, or some other author of the Bosnian chronicle. 

If DuSan had died on a campaign, why did the contemporary Byzantine historians, 
Gregoras and Kantakouzenos, not mention it? A general comment should be made here 
— it happened more than once that the Byzantine historians had not mentioned an event 
that, in line with all the expectations and criteria, should have its place in the text that 
should provide an overview of all the significant events of the time”. This is a known 
feature of the Byzantine narrative sources that should be considered. In this case in 
particular, there can be several reasons for this omission. It is striking that after the 
mention of the involvement of the Serbian auxiliary troops in the Battle near Didi- 
moteichon in the autumn of 1352; neither Gregoras nor Kantakouzenos mention DuSan 
at all, until the aforementioned brief information about his death, which Gregoras even 
reports incorrectly — the spring of 1356. There is no need to deal with hypothetical ex- 
planations as to why there was no information about the campaign any more. The issue 
1$ to what extent these two historians even perceived the campaign on Constantinople, 
which, if there even was such a campaign, whether it ended before even becoming a 
threat to the capital. In the process of analyzing the historiographic material, the infor- 
mation about the alleged Serbian raids in Thrace (which Chalkokondyles later reported 
on), if it had been known to them at all, it could also have been neglected or taken out. 


? See the commentary of CIRKOVIC (in:) MAVRO ORBIN, p. 305, sq. 


* There is a well-known case of Georges Pachimeros, who, otherwise very well-informed, did not men- 
tion in his “History” one of the most crucial events during mid 13" century, the key battle at Pelagonia in 
1259, 
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To conclude, Orbini and Luccari together may have had before them several 
sources which could have contained some, more or less detailed, information of 
DuSan’s death. The principal source that might have been used by Luccari was the 
work of Rup£ic — that same source perhaps was used also by Orbini. It is uncertain as 
to what measure the Serbian chronicles has directly contributed to the shape of their 
versions — it seems to me as visible only in the case of Orbini's chronology. It is also 
possible that some more detailed information on Duÿan’s death could have been found 
in some Bosnian chronicle. 

Let us now conclude the issue of the oral tradition influence. It was not possible that 
Orbini and Luccari could have been completely under the influence of the oral tradi- 
tion, as Florinskij claimed, and in a way Fine did the same as well. The issue is, how- 
ever, whether there was any influence at all, direct or indirect, and if there was, to what 
degree. The preserved material of the oral tradition itself raises many issues. Florinskij 
himself took into consideration two versions: according to one (Petranovic), DuSan 
died after having reached the Davor field, and according to another (Vuk Karadžić, 
Petranovic), he died in Prizren. We know today that the material presented by Petrano- 
vié is questionable. There is very compelling evidence that most of the epic poems 
published by Petranovié were in fact the epic versions of the poems sung by the folk 
singer Ilija Divjanović and ordered by Petranović himself, with the aim of encouraging 
a Serbian national movement in Bosnia and Herzegovina”. One could say that this is a 
simple matter and that we have at hand an unauthentic material. However, for the sake 
of principle, we should stick to the methodologically very useful and concise instruc- 
tion "that there are very few absolutely authentic and absolutely unauthentic records," 
and so it could happen “that even in the poems that were completely artificial creations 
to a given topic, as was the case in Petranovié, ... we could find some valuable piece of 
the source tradition." It would be worth raising the issue whether there was an intention 
to make something up ad hoc, and whether the singer, or recorder, was capable of 
forming it in a given way €. I think that, due to the complexity and sensitivity of the 
issue, we should leave the research of the recorded oral tradition about Du&an's death 
for some other occasion. 

The remaining issue is the information from the Dečani chronicle. It has already 
been said that this source is preserved only in a bad copy. The structure of the chronicle 
indicates that the first draft was written in the second half of the 15" century. The later 
copy, with the obvious interventions by one of more copyists, maybe the publisher 
himself — it all requires great reserve on our end. (It should, on the other hand, be 
pointed out that this text does possess certain value as the source — it mentions one 
piece of information about the Battle at Rovine in 1395 that no other chronicle uses)”. 
It is interesting to note that during the copying, or perhaps in the preparation for edit- 
ing, there was one intervention made in the chronological data, so the Christian chro- 
nology was quoted alongside the secular chronology. Thus they came to produce the 


> N. KILIBARDA, Bogoljub Petranović kao sakupljač narodnih pesama, Zbornik istorije književnosti, 
SANU, Odelenje jezika i književnosti, knj. 8, Beograd 1974, pp. 79-259, particularly pp. 79-194. 


°° A. LOMA, Prakosovo. Slovenski i indoevropski koreni srpske epike, Beograd 2002, p. 18. 
* Stari srpski rodoslovi i letopisi, ed. Lj. STOJANOVIĆ, по. 5964, p. 219. 
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wrong year of DuSan’s death — 6867, i.e. 1354. It is possible that this intervention was 
influenced by the Russian translation of Orbini's text, so the year from the original text 
was replaced by the more credible source — 1354, i.e. 6867 (chronologically inconsis- 
tent data are very common in this chronicle) — perhaps precisely because of the infor- 
mation about his death during the campaign on Constantinople. It is followed by the 
mention of poisoning and the unusual hapax “pre-mighty.”” This is one explanation 
that takes into consideration the possible influences of Orbini's information on the 
creation of later traditions about Duëan’s death. However, there could also be other 
explanations for the information contained in the Decani chronicle. 

After all, there remains the issue of whether or not the prevailing claim, that nothing 
could be confirmed with certainty about DuSan’s death, except the date of it, could be 
challenged. Of all the examined data from sources of various regions and eras, there 
are none that could be considered firm evidence. However, there are those source mate- 
rials that indicate the story about DuSan’s death during his campaign on Constantinople 
is not fictitious, and we have some traces of the possible direct sources for such a story. 
What seems to be certain is the fact that the possible campaign on Constantinople does 
not contradict the political context in Southeast Europe during the last years of DuSan’s 
life, but rather it is logical in the given context. But it is a known fact that whatever 
may have seemed as logical to historical researchers did not necessarily actually hap- 
pen. Perhaps DuSan’s death is one of those historic events whose fate was particular — 
the details surrounding it are doomed still to remain in the sphere of more or less credi- 
ble suppositions and speculations, and maybe never to enter into the sphere of the facts 
that the professional public would accept as being unquestionably proved ones. 


* This remark was kindly passed to me by my collegue Rostislav Stankov. 
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BYZANTIUM AND LITHUANIA: NORTH AND SOUTH LOOK 
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Introduction 


Byzantine-Lithuanian relations have not received much attention from historians 
thus far. Recent and not-so-recent studies, however, from the pens of such scholars as 
John Meyendorff and Ihor Shevchenko, have provided a stimulus to take some further 
steps in trying to better understand the changing nature of contacts between Byzantium 
and Lithuania. 

Byzantine diplomacy is usually depicted as an art which could hardly be matched 
by any of its neigbors up to the thirteenth century’. Early on, careful planning and in- 
vestigation of the nature of the enemy seem to have been constant features of Byzan- 
tine diplomacy. It is true, however, that the Byzantines were far from being interested 
in the barbarians for their own sake. They would take notice of them only when they 
presented an imminent danger to their empire, or might be regarded as useful allies 
able to be played off against other enemies of similar stock. The Lithuanians for a long 
time were placed too far away to arouse any interest on the Byzantine side, while the 
same must be said to be true with regard to Lithuanian familiarity with Byzantium. 
Such a state of affairs was bound to change in the fourteenth century. By this time 
Lithuania came to include vast areas of present day Belarus and Ukraine. It grew to 
become the Grand Duchy under Vytenis (c. 1295-1316), his brother Gediminas (1316- 
1341) and the latter's son Algirdas (1345-1377). One of the outcomes of the Lithuanian 
expansion into Rus' was the ever growing number of the Orthodox population within a 
state that can loosely be called, following Stephen C. Rowell, a pagan empire within 
East-Central Europe. Lithuanian control of that part of Rus' naturally brought its rulers 
in touch with the patriarchate of Constantinople. The story of these contacts is explored 


| D. OBOLENSKY, The principles and methods of Byzantine diplomacy, (in:) XII congrés international 
des études byzantines, Belgrade-Ochride 1961, Beograd 1963, t. 1, pp. 45-61; З.В. УДАЛЬЦОВА, Дипло- 
mamua, (в:) Культура Византии: вторая половина VII-XII sB., Москва 1989, c. 241. 
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quite well”. Lithuanian rulers put considerable effort in their attempts to win over for 
their own purposes the Metropolitanate of Kiev as a means of their more general policy 
to gain supremacy over All of Rus’. This was not easy to achieve because the Patri- 
archs of Constantinople took up a rather steadfast position in this matter by keeping the 
Metropolitanate of Kiev as far as possible from secular influence and by following a 
well-established practice of not allowing the division of the Rus'ian Metropolitanate to 
become permanent? . In the long run such a policy benefited Moscow far more than her 
Lithuanian rival’. 

There is of course no need to retell this story, but for the purposes of our paper it is 
worth drawing attention to some telling details. It looks likely that in the fourteenth and 
early fifteenth century Lithuanian rulers drew their inspiration for ecclesiastical polic 
from the examples set by the rulers of Galich-Volyn', Moscow, Serbia and Bulgaria’. 
Such attempts on their part were not doomed to sudden oblivion. In 1428 the Greek 
Metropolitan of Monemvasia, Cyprian, did resort to the story of the Lithuanian Ortho- 
dox Metropolitanate to show the Patriarch of Constantinople how it was possible for a 
mere Rus'ian parish to be elevated to the status of a metropolitanate”. This case shows 
that in Byzantine eyes Lithuania was evolving from almost ferra incognita to a thing 
with more readily recognizable features. 


Lithuania as pagan Rus’ 


The story of Lithuania's development from some unknown Rus'ian province to a 
nation with its own distinct identity can perhaps best be exemplified by making re- 
course to two Byzantine historians, Nikephoros Gregoras (c. 1290-1360) and Laonikos 
Chalkokondyles (t c. 1490). Their different lifetimes give us a good point of departure 
for dealing with the question of how these Byzantines looked at the late pagan and 
early Christian Lithuania. 

As far as I know, Gregoras' digression on Rus' has recently received special atten- 
tion only from Ihor Shevchenko, and we are greatly indebted to this scholar for his in- 
sights and our afterthoughts’. From the point of view of Gregoras, Rus' was divided 


? F, TINNEFELD, Byzantinisch-Russische Kirchenpolitik im 14. Jahrhundert, BZ 67 (1974), pp. 359-383; 
J. MEYENDORFF, Byzantium and the rise of Russia: a study of Byzantino-Russian relations in the fourteenth 
century, Crestwood, New York 1989 (repr.), pp. 91-95, 161-172, 191-205; R. MAZEIKA, The Role of Pagan 
Lithuania in Roman Catholic and Greek Orthodox Religious Diplomacy, Ph. D. Dissertation defended at 
Fordham University, New York, April 27, 1987; M. GIEDROYC, The Ruthenian-Lithuanian metropolitan- 
ates and the progress of Christianization (1300-1458), Nuovi studi storici 17 (1992), pp. 315-334; S.C. 
ROWELL, Lithuania ascending: A pagan empire within east-central Europe, 1295-1345, Cambridge 1994, 
pp. 149-188. 


? MEYENDORFF, Byzantium, pp. 253-254. ROWELL, Lithuania ascending, p. 170. 

* I. ШЕВЧЕНКО, Політика Візантійського nampiapxamy y Cxioniü €eponi в XIV cm., (в:) Україна 
між Сходом 1 Заходом. Нариси з історії культури до початку XVIII століття, Львів 2001, с. 86-87, 89-90. 

> ROWELL, Lithuania ascending, pp. 16, 170, 187. 

° Chartularium Lithuaniae res gestas magni ducis Gedeminne illustrans. Gedimino laiškai, ed. S.C. 
ROWELL, Vilnius 2003, p. 30. 

7 И.И. ШЕВЧЕНКО, Некоторые замечания о политике константинопольского патриархата по 
отношению к Восточной Европе в XIV e., (8:) Славяне и их соседи: греческий и славянский мир B 
Средние Века и Раннее Новое Время. Сборник статей к 70-летию академика Геннадия Григорьевича 
Литаврина, Москва 1996, c. 133-139. А more extensive treatment of this subject by the same author is 
presented in: ШЕВЧЕНКО, Полтика Візантійського патріархату, с. 75-98. 
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into four separate regions or principalities, three of which were Orthodox Christian, 
while the fourth was still pagan, and ruled by the Lithuanians who worshipped fire, 
were well-versed in arms and did not pay tribute to the Tartars”. Many things said by 
Gregoras with regard to the Lithuanians and their ruler Algirdas that seem to be too 
good to be true. Such an image must be regarded with caution, as we know that the 
Byzantines were generally predisposed to view foreigners with contempt’, and inclined 
to see the barbarians in sharp opposition to civilization”; their habit of ascribing to 
contemporary barbarians the names and other characteristics of their remote predeces- 
sors were taken from Herodotus, Strabo and other Classical Greek authors''. With re- 
gard to Gregoras it must also be taken into account that all his commentary on Rus' is 
framed largely within the controversy Gregoras pursued so passionately against the 
dreaded Hesychasts!?. Owing to this polemical heat his history in its closing chapters 
degenerates into a diffuse and disquietingly tendentious account, although on the whole 
it is a reliable and informative source on many aspects of Byzantine life of the time”. 
Such a state of affairs must be kept in mind, as sometimes historians are inclined to 
admit too easily that, for example, Algirdas was actually promising to embrace the Or- 
thodox faith on behalf of his nation only if his favorite, Roman, would be made the 
Metropolitan of All Rus’'*, In short, dealing with the account of Gregoras on Rus’ we 
come accross a good deal of wishful thinking, and it becomes obvious from several 
instances. Using his antiquarian language Gregoras imagined Lithuania as a country 
bordering on {he lands of the Gauls and the Celts who inhabited the westernmost part 
of oikumene'”. Such a Lithuania must have seemed to occupy a rather vast swath of 
land. The phenomenon where a faraway country begins to look larger than it actually is 
can also be exemplified by Roger Bacon, who imagined Lithuania and Prussia as coun- 
tries bigger than Germany, France or Spain, and who wondered if there was still a pa- 
gan land separated from the heartland of Christian Europe by a distance as small as that 
between Paris and Rome'°. In Gregoras’ view Lithuania was inhabited by many peo- 


® Nicephori Gregorae Historia Byzantina, ed. I. BEKKER, Bonnae 1855, vol. 3, p. 517. 

? Cf. H. AHRWEILER, Byzantine Concepts of the Foreigner: The Case of the Nomads, (in:) Studies on 
the Internal Diaspora of the Byzantine Empire, ed. H. AHRWEILER and A.E. LAIOU, Washington D.C. 1998, 
p. 3. 

10 р, STEPHENSON, Byzantine conceptions of Otherness after the Annexation of Bulgaria (1018), (in:) 
Strangers to Themselves: The Byzantine Outsider, ed. D.C. SMYTHE, Aldershot 2000, pp. 246-247. 

'' М.В. БИБИКОВ, Византийские источники по истории Древней Руси и Кавказа, Санкт- 
Петербург 2001, с. 81-106. 

? Cf. D.M. NICOL, The last centuries of Byzantium, 1261-1453, Cambridge 1993 (2" ed.), pp. 233-234. 

Э G. OSTROGORSKY, History of the Byzantine state, New Brunswick 1969, pp. 466-467. 

^ E. GUDAVICIUS, Lietuvos istorija, vol. 1: Мио seniausių laikų iki 1569 mety, Vilnius 1999, p. 129. 

5 Nicephori Gregorae Historia Byzantina, vol. 3, pp. 517-518. 

8 V. ALISAUSKAS, IŚ senųjų teksty apie Lietuva, Knygų Aidai, 5 (2005), p. 19 with reference to and 
quotation taken from FR. ROGERI BACON Opera quaedam hactenus inedita, ed. J.S. BREWER, London 
1859, vol. 1, p. 403. It may be noted that medieval Lithuania was not so small as it is today, and Germany, 
France and Spain were not as big as at the time as they are today, so the medieval contrast between Prussia 


and Lithuania on the one hand and the said three Western countries on the other was not so sharp as it is 
today. 
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ple", which simply seems to be the extension of a more general characteristic of Rus' 

as à whole, which in reality was large and populous'”. What makes Lithuania excep- 
tional | in the eyes of Gregoras is the warlike nature and martial prowess of her inhabi- 
tants!”, and he even goes so far as to suppose that in this regard this nation has no 
match (уос ... бусутоуфустоу)0. It was no surprise then that such a valiant nation 
did not pay annual tribute to the Tartars, as did her neigbors living closer to the lands 
of the “Northern Scythians"?', Although the warlike nature of the Lithuanians and their 
seemingly unproblematic relations with the Tartars were not that simple at all?, such a 
vision of Lithuania betrays a hope on the part of Gregoras to see the potential convert 
as a leader who would be able to upset the balance in several areas where develop- 
ments were not welcome to Gregoras himself. Shevchenko has rightly observed that in 
Gregoras’ eyes Algirdas looks like a noble savage eager to learn the tenets of the faith 
from the books of the Prophets and Apostles”. His praise of Algirdas and his protégé, 
Roman, makes sense in the context of his fight against the Hesychasts. A bright future 
would have been almost guaranteed had Algirdas converted to Orthodoxy and had 
Roman been installed as Metropolitan of All Rus’. This would have been the right 
course of events. We may suppose that it would not be beyond the bounds of possibil- 
ity for Gregoras to imagine that a newly converted prince would be predisposed to re- 
lieve Byzantium from the Turkish threat since he had at his disposal a powerful army, 
much like Prince Semën the Proud of Moscow „(1340- 1353), who had enough money to 
restore the collapsed part of the Hagia Sophia”. Algirdas as an Orthodox believer and 
Roman as a Metropolitan of Kiev and All Rus’ would be highly beneficial develop- 
ments both to Rus' and Byzantium, as this would have reinforced the age-old friend- 
ship between the Rus'ians and the Greeks”. Nevertheless, this was not to come true 
owing to the schemes of a certain Aleksiy who brought from Moscow enough money 
to bribe the Patriarch and the Emperor and was consequently made Metropolitan of All 
Rus’*, Thus justice was broken down and the once united metropolitanate of Rus’ di- 
vided into two parts, one for Roman, the other for Aleksiy. Gregoras was well aware 
that justice brings many blessings and not only in terms of spiritual rewards. Justice 
helps to rule not only one's own territory, it also helps one to gain territory from the 
enemy. But now all this was over and it was the Hesychasts who spoiled the matter and 
prompted the Lithuanian ruler further to venerate the sun and to denounce the demons 


> Nicephori Gregorae Historia Byzantina, vol. 3, p. 514. 

18 Ibidem, 3, pp. 113, 199, 512. 

? Ibidem, p. 514. 

20 Ibidem, p. 517. 

?! Ibidem. 

2 Б.Н. ФЛОРЯ, Литва u Русь перед битвой на Куликовом поле, (в:) Куликовская битва. Сборник 


статей, Москва 1980, c. 145-148; Ф.М. ШАБУЛЬДО, Земли Юго-Западной Руси в составе Великого 
Княжества Литовского, Киев 1987, с. 31. 


2 M | TE 
* ШЕВЧЕНКО, Політика Візантійського nampiapxamy, с. 92; Nicephori Gregorae Historia Byzan- 
tina, vol. 3, p. 518. 


^ Nicephori Gregorae Historia Byzantina, vol. 3, pp. 199-200. 
2 Ibidem, p. 513. 
? Ibidem, pp. 518-519. 
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of avarice to which, it seemed to Gregoras, both the Emperor and Patriarch had suc- 
cumbed. Gregoras goes out of his way to justify the about-face of Algirdas and once 
more to denounce the idolatry of polytheism of his Hesychast opponents" . >. 

Gregoras' positive image of Algirdas and his Lithuanians shows how strongly he 
anticipated their coming to the Byzantine fold. Having believed in the readiness of Al- 
girdas to embrace the Orthodox faith he betrayed his hope that Algirdas was perhaps 
the man who would be able to reverse the ascending tide of Hesychasm that seemed to 
engulf even Rus', as was already the case in Byzantium. When Gregoras was writing 
his Roman History Algirdas was actually a highly succesful ruler, but he certainly did 
not feel beholden to the partisan views of Gregoras. Algirdas tried to outplay Moscow 
in his bid for supremacy over all of Rus’. 


Algirdas and the Three Martyrs of Vilnius 


Algirdas came nearest to this goal in his war with Moscow which waged in 1368- 
1372. This time he styled himself as 'BaoiAedqg Amy", although the Byzantine 
authorities had never accorded him such high-flown a title”. This time Lithuania was, 
arguably, the nearest to becoming an Orthodox country it ever was. In the early 1370s 
the future Metropolitan of Kiev and All Rus’, Cyprian (1375-1406), put efforts to pro- 
mote the cult of the Three Martyrs of Vilnius locally in Vilnius and on a more univer- 
sal plane in Constantinople itself". In 1374 parts of their relics were received in the 
Hagia Sophia by the Patriarch Philotheus (1353-1354, 1364-1376) and the following 
celebrations meant their official canonization”. It is important to note that Algirdas 
himself conceded his accord to the transport of the relics to Constantinople and was 
instrumental in building an Orthodox church in Vilnius on the site of the martyrdom, 
an undertaking that was due to the initiative of the former Orthodox prisoners of war. 
No less interesting is to note that all that was done under the auspices of a ruler who a 
few decades earlier put three of his courtiers, the future martyr-saints John, Anthony 
and Eustathius, to death. Their martyrdom took place at about 1347. Algirdas's about- 
face in the last years of his life may be accounted to his political acumen. The promo- 
tion of the cult of the Three Martyrs could help promote Orthodoxy among the Lithua- 
nians, a circumstance that could provide more ground to Algirdas's demands to see 
"his" candidate consecrated as Metropolitan of Kiev and all Rus'. It must also be noted 
that some of the Rus'ian dukes, allies of Algirdas in his war with Moscow, had been 


21 Ibidem. 


28 Л.В. ЧЕРЕПНИН, Образование Русского централизованного государства, Москва 1960, с. 564- 
572. 

” Acta Patriarchatus Constantinopolitani 1315-1402, ed. Е. MIKLOSICH et I. MÜLLER, Vindobonae 
1860, vol. 1, no. 320, p. 580. 

* It may be noted that such a title was granted, with no request, to the Lithuanian Grand Duke Casimir 
(1440-1492) by the historian Laonikos Chalkokondyles some time after 1453 when there was no longer 
Christian Emperor residing in Constantinople and when even a Turkish sultan could be styled Baowevc 
(Laonici Chalcocondylae Atheniensis Historiarum libri decem, ed. 1. BEKKER, Bonnae 1843, p. 13). 

?! jJ. MEYENDORFF, The Three Lithuanian Martyrs: Byzantium and Lithuania in the fourteenth century, 
St. Vladimir's theological quarterly 26 (1982), pp. 35-38; D. BARONAS, The Three martyrs of Vilnius: a 
fourteenth-century martyrdom and its documentary sources, Analecta Bollandiana 122/1 (2004), pp. 91, 
117-122. 
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excommunicated by Patriarch Philotheus in 1370°°, and the aforementioned steps taken 
by Algirdas could well serve to lift the ban and to relieve their distress. With regard to 
the Byzantine side of the game, the hagiographical sources of the Three Martyrs could 
cast some light on what was of importance to the Byzantines in terms of the Lithuani- 
ans. Had the cult of the Three Martyrs been successful it could well have given some 
impetus to the revival of the missionary zeal on the part of Byzantine authorities. One 
passage in the officium, which is available in Church Slavonic, is worth quoting here: 
“Most Gracious [Lord], Thy honorable blood which spilled forth to enlighten the whole 
of Creation has made a multitude of martyrs and by Thy will [even] barbarians die for 
Thee, clearly confessing Thee to be God!’ The allusion to the merits of the Greek 
Church in spreading the faith may also be seen in the early passiones of the Three Mar- 
tyrs of Vilnius, which do not fail to attest in their Church Slavonic rendering, that SS. 
Anthony and John “came in their hearts to love Christianity and our (i.e. Greek) pi- 
ety"?. АП this happened in the lands located far to the north of Constantinople, on the 
edges of oikumene as it were. Tortures with cold water suffered by St Eustathius 
prompted the author of the passio to indicate that this was the most cruel torment that 
could be apllied “in this cold place", as was related “by those who had been there”, 
The terrible frost, which “makes lakes flat" with ice also drew more special attention 
on the part of Michael Balsamon who composed a Greek encomium in honour of the 
Three Martyrs of Vilnius at some point about 1390-13972”. To Michael Balsamon they 
were primarily Rus'ians because of their allegiance to the Orthodox Faith**. Only re- 
luctantly Balsamon feels forced to explain that these pdcoot do not belong to the same 
sort of Rus'ians who are well-known to Byzantines, but they trace their origin from 
those who live behind them and are called Lithuanians and fire-worshippers ?. By 
dropping off the paternal impiety (tv yap matpiKtyv àoéfewxv) they became full- 
fledged members of the Rus'ian nation and thus followed a course of life leading to 
salvation. This way of looking at Orthodox Lithuanians as essentially Rus'ians resem- 
bles that of Nikephoros Gregoras. Such an attitude survived even after the official con- 
version of Lithuanians to the Roman Catholic rite. It is clear not only from Michael 
Balsamon's encomium, but also from the great sakkos of the Metropolitan Photius of 
Kiev and All Rus’ (1408-1431). This outstanding object of Byzantine art, which was 
produced in c. 1414-1417, bears the depictions of these martyrs and describes them as 
Rus'ians*'. These cases bear witness to the attitude that denied Orthodox Lithuanians а 
distinct national identity. For a pagan Lithuanian to become an Orthodox Christian 
meant, in the Byzantine eyes of the fourteenth century, to become a member of the 


33 Acta Patriarchatus, vol. 1, pp. 523-525. 


%* D. BARONAS, Trys Vilniaus kankiniai: gyvenimas ir istorija (Fontes ecclesiastici historiae Lithua- 
niae, 2), Vilnius 2000, p. 250. 


? Ibidem, pp. 252, 268, 286. 

% Ibidem, р. 260. 

37 BARONAS, The Three martyrs of Vilnius, p. 85. 

38 BARONAS, Trys Vilniaus kankiniai, p. 200. 

? Ibidem, pp. 203-204. 

* Ibidem, p. 204. 

4 E, PILTZ, Trois sakkoi byzantins. Analyse iconographique (Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, n. s. 


Figura, 17), Uppsala, 1976, p. 31; L'art byzantin dans les musées de l'Union Soviétique, ed. A. BANK, Le- 
ningrad 1985, plates 300-304; BARONAS, The Three martyrs of Vilnius, pp. 88-89. 
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Rus'ian nation. It has something in common with the more general view of the Byzan- 
tines, who believed that a convert to Orthodoxy generally ceased to be a barbarian”. It 
is thus not a surprise that such a view found its practical application in the field of Byz- 
antine diplomacy; the patriarchal letters which are unfavorable to the Lithuanian case 
exclude them from membership in the “Rus’ian Commonwealth”, as they are fire- 
worshippers, but those smaller in number, which take up the Lithuanian side, represent 
their ruler as one of the many Rus' jan princes who ought to show deep respect to the 
Metropolitan of Kiev and All Rus’. This rather rigid Byzantine attitude towards the 
Lithuanians, vindicated after all by the very deep Lithuanian involvement into Rus' 
affairs, has its Rus'ian counterpart in the view v that only the Orthodox Lithuanian (i.e. 
essentially Rus'ian) can be a good Lithuanian". Such an attitude survived into the fif- 
teenth century as well, but it was not, as we shall see, the only one circulating in the 
Orthodox oikumene. 

At this moment we may state that the Lithuanians were of interest to the Byzantines 
as would-be members of their Commonwealth. We have already seen that Orthodox 
Lithuania would have been a welcome ally of Byzantium in the latter's struggles for 
survival against the Turks. Such a hope was expressed most clearly by Nikephoras 
Gregoras. Something similar may be attempted to be said with regard to Michael Bal- 
samon as well. The dating of his encomium falls within the years of 1390-1397 when 
he held the post of patriarchal protonotarius. J. Meyendorff has noted that the very ex- 
istence of a Greek hagiographical source concerned with Slavic (sic) saints is rather 
exceptional and the very existence of that Greek eulogy illustrates a more universalist 
view which came to be propagated under the Patriarchs Callistos and Philotheus“”. J. 
Meyndorff was of the opinion that this encomium must have been composed at the be- 
ginning of the patriarchate of Anthony IV (1389-1390; 1391- 1397)%. It is clear that 
Michael Balsamon was fulfilling an official commission but the more concrete circum- 
stances for him launching this initiative have not as yet been clarified. Certainly, it is 
always problematic to deal with hagiographical sources in search of “hard” facts, but it 
is worthwhile to pay attention to one passage from the encomium in trying to advance 
at least a working hypothesis concerning the driving forces behind Balsamon's writ- 
ings. Talking about the translatio of the relics, which took place in 1374, Michael Bal- 
samon used such words that have something to do with the protective qualities of the 
relics^", The most suitable occasion to address these saints in 1390-1397 was the siege 
of Constantinople which was started by Bayezid I in 1394 and lasted until 1402. We 


42 OBOLENSKY, The principles and methods, pp. 54-55. 
4 ШЕВЧЕНКО, Політика Візантійського nampiapxamy, c. 85. 
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must also note that, at this time the incumbent of the See of Constantinople was Patri- 
arch Anthony IV, a staunch supporter of the Metropolitan Cyprian, who had his hand 
in promoting the cult of the Three Martyrs and who in about 1397 urged Patriarch An- 
thony to call an ecumenical council on Rus'ian soil to deal with the question of Church 
Union. The Patriarch replied that the place and the actual circumstances were not con- 
ducive to such an undertaking and urged, instead, the Metropolitan Cyprian and King 
Jogaila of Poland (JagieHo 1386-1434) to act on behalf of Constantinople in beating off 
the Turks from the Imperial city ^^. When we take all this evidence into account we may 
advance a hypothesis suggesting that the encomium in question seems to have been 
composed some time in 1394-1397 and was prompted by the desire to secure spiritual 
help from the Lithuanian martyr-saints when it was most desperately needed. The ter- 
restrial help would also have been very welcome, had the compatriots of the martyr- 
saints acted as Patriarch Anthony IV urged them. 


Crusaders who never came 


In order to drive some points home, we may suggest that the Byzantines viewed pa- 
gan Lithuanians as some wayward part of the Rus'ian nation which in due course may 
arrive in the Byzantine Commonwealth. Possible developments such as Lithuania's 
struggle for supremacy over All of Rus’ or some progress of Orthodoxy within Lithua- 
nia proper might have induced some Byzantines to look forward to these developments 
that would have been more beneficial to Constantinople itself. Lithuania's military po- 
tential and ability to beat off the Tartars were things especially dear to the ear of 
Gregoras. Lithuanian military assets were not to be forgotten even after its conversion 
to Catholicism. 

Laonikos Chalkokondyles speaks about Lithuania in his well-known text on Rus' 
which was investigated in a monograph by Hans Ditten*”. The work of this scholar is 
very valuable indeed, although there is some space left for adjustments to be made, 
especially from the point of view with which we are concerned now. It seems plausible 
to assume that the time when Chalkokondyles received his news about Lithuania may 
be dated to the early 1440s before Grand Duke Casimir of Lithuania became the King 
of Poland in 1447”. However, not all the material concerned with Lithuania is up to 
date. Chalkokondyles gives us some layers of information that fit rather well to the late 
fourteenth and early fifteenth century when one part of the Lithuanians had already 
been converted to Catholicism, and the other, the Zemaitijans (=Samogitians), were 
still pagan. The coexistence of things new and things old in one discourse is clear from 
the different treatments Chalkokondyles gives concerning the extent of Sarmatia. In 
one case he says that Sarmatia, which is Rus', extends from the Tartar lands as far as 
Lithuania and Romania, while some time later he says that Sarmatia borders on Prus- 
sia”. I suppose that Gregoras would have subscribed to this latter view of Sarmatia, 


# К. CHODYNICKI, Kościół Prawostawny a Rzeczpospolita Polska 1370-1632, Warszawa 1934, p. 43; 
MEYENDORFF, Byzantium, pp. 252-254. 


® H. DITTEN, Der Russland-Exkurs des Laonikos Chalkokondyles, Berlin 1968. 
9 Ibidem, pp. 59-60. 
°! Laonici Chalcocondylae Atheniensis Historiarum libri decem, pp. 130-131 and 132. 
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because he was of the opinion, as we remember, that Lithuania was nothing more than 
a pagan part of Rus'. The more circumscribed view of Sarmatia does justice to the 
emergence of Lithuania as something more special. Although the outlook of the 
Lithuanians was still Sarmatian (=Rus’ian), they differed from the Rus’ians by follow- 
ing the Roman Catholic rite”. Chalkokondyles proved to be a good expert on the lan- 
guage of the Lithuanians. He knew that they spoke their special language that was dif- 
ferent from that of Rus'ians, Hungarians or Germans”. This case is good proof that 
Chalkokondyles was personally interested in the questions of ethnogenesis and linguis- 
tics, fields in which he felt himself to be something of an expert”. But Chalkokondyles 
was not so precise in his view on the Zemaitijans, who were dissimilar to all other 
neighboring nations in terms of language and way of life. By setting aside the Zemaiti- 
jans from the rest of Catholic Lithuanians, Chalkokondyles expressed his more general 
view separating "barbarians" (i.e. all non-Christian peoples) from the Christians as a 
whole?. Thus the Zemaitijans and the Lithuanians found themselves on the different 
sides of “barbarism” and "civilization". According to Chalkokondyles the Zemaitijans 
still venerated Apollo and Artemis”. Old Greek gods still being venerated among the 
Zemaitijans prompted Chalkokondyles to draw a “conclusion” that they still adhered to 
the Old Greek religion, although in appearance they resembled the Prussians”. Taking 
into account that in Chalkokondyles's day, the Zemaitijans had officially been con- 
verted to the Catholic faith (this happened in 1413-1417), and therefore they were 
technically no longer pagans, we may suppose that his view on this order of things had 
been somewhat anachronistic. At the same time, however, we must note that Chalkok- 
ondyles did not fall far too short from what Western humanists of the day imagined 
about the Zemaitijans. In their eyes the Christianity of the Zemaitijans looked very m- 
dimentary indeed since no less an expert than Aeneas Silvius Piccolomini (Po Da Pius II 
in 1458-1464) described them as neither pagan nor truly Christian people”. Having 
found it expedient to note that essentially the Old Greek religion was still preserved 
among Zemaitijans in his own day, Chalkokondyles acted much like Francis Petrarch 
(11374) who was also willing to note that some ancient Latin customs still survived in 


% Ibidem, p. 134. 
53 Ibidem. 


> Е.Б. ВЕСЕЛАГО, Историческое сочинение Лаоника Халкокондила: (Опыт литературной харак- 
теристики), BBp 12 (1957), с. 208, 217. 


? DITTEN, Der Russland-Exkurs, pp. 48-52. 

% Laonici Chalcocondylae Atheniensis Historiarum libri decem, p. 133. 

57 Ibidem. 

** Aeneae Sylvii Piccolominei Senensis, qui post adeptum pontificatum Pius eius nominis secundus ap- 
pelatus est, opera quae extant omnia, nunc demum post corruptissimas aeditiones summa diligentia casti- 
gata et in unum corpus redacta, quorum elenchum versa pagella indicabit, Basileae 1571, p. 419: "Inter 
Livoniam & Prussiam parvam terram esse ferunt unius ferme diei latam itinere, quam Massagetae colunt, 


gens negue gentilis, neque vere Christiana, Polonorum imperio parens, atque hinc regnum Poloniae ad mare 
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Lithuania in his day”. Less fortunate was Chalkokondyles in his depiction of the 
Czechs who, according to him, were the neighbours of the Zemaitijans and had only 
recently ceased to worhsip fire and the sun‘. This is a really curious misunderstanding. 
Ditten was of opinion that such a mistaken view must have originated from some 
Catholic-inspired source that must have depicted the Hussite Czechs as pagans”. Al- 
though the very idea about the origin of this putative source seems good enough, it 
cannot as yet be taken as a definite one. One must call to mind that fourteenth-century 
Byzantines regarded Lithuanians as fire-worshippers and it was really they who had 
only recently been converted to Christianity, let alone that they lived next door to Ze- 
maitijans. The only difficulty seems to lie in the explanation of how Chlakokondyles 
could commit the mistake. Ditten was of opinion that Chalkokondyles might have used 
the Description of Europe by Piccolomini as one of his Western sources”. Piccolomini 
does provide a description of how a Czech missionary in Lithuania met the pagans who 
worshipped the huge hammer with which a celestial smith, they said, liberated the 
sun®. This missionary was called Jerome of Prague (c. 1369-1440; not to be confused 
with his namesake who died on the stake on May 30, 1416, as a follower of Jan Hus!), 
and we may surmise that Chalkokondyles, if he really did come across this passage, 
may simply have thought that Jerome of Prague went on his missionary journey not 
that far from home. Perhaps that same curious idea of the city of Prague being the 
dwelling-place of fire-worshippers may account for Chalkokondyles’s story about St. 
John Capistrano (1385-1456) as being involved, at behest of the Pope, in the struggle 
against the fire-worshippers in Prague™. After we have failed to find a reference to any 
anti-Hussite source describing them as fire-worshippers? , we may suppose that this 
characteristic was a misapplication on the part of Chalkokondyles taken from the 
Lithuanians and attached to the Czechs. In Chalkokondyles's view the Lithuanians 
were good Roman Catholics. He managed to obtain some echo of their recent conver- 
sion to Christianity, but it went misapplied with the result that the Czechs had to share, 
together with the Zemaitijans, in the quality of being different from all other European 
nations which adhered to monotheistic religions, be it Christian, Muslim, or Jewish. 
As true barbarians the Zemaitijans were a warlike people (yśvog &Акшоу) who to- 
gether with the Tartars held a barbarian front line, against which a special Christian 


? Laonici Chalcocondylae Atheniensis Historiarum libri, p. 133. For Petrach see: S.C. ROWELL, A pa- 
gan's word: Lithuanian diplomatic procedure 1200-1385, Journal of Medieval History 18 (1992), pp. 159- 
160. 
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63 Aeneae Sylvii Piccolominei [...] opera quae extant omnia, p. 418. 
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9 W. IWANCZAK, Hussite Prague in the political literature and propaganda of the period, Acta Polo- 
niae Historica 70 (1994), pp. 5-28; P. KRAS, Furor Hussitarum — husytyzm w wybranych relacjach dzie- 
jopisarskich z XV wieku, (in:) Uniwersalizm i regionalizm w kronikarstwie Europy Środkowo-Wschodniej. 
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military order, that of the Teutonic Knights had to be assigned””. But Lithuanians too 
had still preserved their rather high military profile, despite their conversion to Christi- 
anity. Chalcocondyles seems to have been strongly impressed by the Lithuanians’ abil- 
ity to defend their borders in the fight with the Germans and Poles°®. Evidence of this 
sort may have been of interest to the Byzantines before the final collapse of their em- 
pire. That was especially the case in the days of Grand Duke Vytautas (1392-1430) and 
Emperor Manuel П Palaeologus (1391-1425). For the Byzantines one way of reaching 
the Lithuanian ruler was through Poland whose ruler Jogaila was as interested in a cru- 
sade against the Turks as he was in Church Union. In this respect it is worth drawing 
our attention to the Byzantine ambassador Manuel Philanthropenos, who in August 
1420 met Jogaila and then Vytautas” . It is interesting to note that this meeting roughly 
coincides with the appearance of the map of Constantinople which had been produced 
by Cristoforo Buondelmonti originally for Vytautas of Lithuania”. It is well known 
that all these contacts did not result in a crusade, but they nevertheless contributed to 
the diffusion of interest in the Byzantine Empire and its culture even in such countries 
as Lithuania. The Trakai icon of the Mother of God may be regarded as one of the 
memorial monuments to the Byzantine-Lithuanian contacts. This picture purports to be 
a gift from Emperor Manuel II Palaeologus to Vytautas, given to him on the occasion 
of his recent baptism. This picture is also said to represent that which was solemnly 
escorted to Constantinople after the defeat suffered by "the Huns and the Persians" at 
the hands of Emperor John II Comnenus (1118-1143). The inscription is made on a 
reverse side of the picture and reads as follows: 


Imago haec B. V. Mariae, miraculis in Li- 

tvania, in civitate Troki, celebris, ab Emmanuele II 
Imperatore Orientis, Alexandro Vitoldo Magno Duci Li- 
tvaniae nuper ad Sanctam Fidem Catholicam converso 
et circa annum Domini 1382 baptizato, donata est. 
Ferunt hanc esse ipsam imaginem, cujus ope Ioannes 
Cononaeus Imperator Orientis Hunnos et Persas vicit, 
obtentisque hisce victoriis vehiculo argenteo tracto 

a quatuor equis albis Constantinopolim solemniter 
invexit in proprioque loco posuit." 
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$$ Ibidem, p. 134. 


© JW, BARKER, Manuel II Palaeologus (1391-1425): A study in late Byzantine statesmanship, New 
Brunswick 1969, p. 338. 


7 С. RAGONE, Membrana Maxima: Cristoforo dei Buondelmonti, Vytautas of Lithuania and the first 
modern map of Constantinople, (in:) Lietuva ir jos kaimynai: Nuo normanu iki Napoleono, Vilnius 2001, 
pp. 156-163. 


1! This picture of the Blessed Virgin Mary, famous for miracles, is located in Lithuania in the city of 
Trakai; it was given by the Eastern Emperor, Manuel II, to Grand Duke Alexander-V ytautas, who had re- 
cently been converted to the Catholic Faith and baptized in about the year of Our Lord 1382. It is said that 
this is the same picture with the help of which the Eastern Emperor John Comnenus defeated the Huns and 
the Persians, and after these victories he placed it in a silver carriage drawn by four white horses and 
brought it solemnly to Constantinople and placed it to its proper place. 


313 


Darius Baronas 


There are a number of problems related to this inscription which is made in a quite 
late hand. It is supposed that this inscription was made some time before September 8, 
1718, when this image of the Mother of God was decorated by Bishop Constantine 
Brzostowski of Vilnius (1687-1722) with the crowns received from the Holy Зее”. 
Palaeographic features of the inscription are also likely to point to the eighteenth cen- 
tury, perhaps even to its final decades. No less problematic is also the dating of the 
very picture. In the course of the seventeeth and eighteenth centuries it has been reno- 
vated several times and reworked considerably. Some art historians are inclined to be- 
lieve in the idea of gift-giving by Emperor Manuel II to Vytautas of Lithuania, but their 
investigation into the stylistic features of the picture forces them to date it to the six- 
teenth century". Some scholars tend to date the original appearance of the picture to 
the second half of the fifteenth century, but avoid discussing the problem of gift-giving, 
because of its apparently legendary character”. 

It is clear that the state of our knowledge does not allow us to take a clear-cut stand 
concerning this matter. The data that could claim the status of “hard” fact is certainly 
lacking, but the circumstantial evidence we have tends to favour the opinion that there 
must be some substance to the claim of this picture being a gift of the Emperor Manuel 
II Palaeologus. First we may draw our attention to the fact that there is another similar 
picture of the Mother of God in the Cathedral of Vilnius, which has a very similar 
claim to Byzantine origin”. Originally this picture belonged to the former Benedictine 
abbey in Old Trakai, which was founded by Vytautas in 1406 much like the parish 
church in Trakai, which had been founded by the same ruler in 1409. Second, we have 
seen that Vytautas maintained contacts with Byzantium, and he was interested in Con- 
stintinople to the point that he had the map of Constantinople commisioned for him. 
Third, the insular castle of Trakai displayed, up to the twentieth century, frescoes illus- 
trating grand-ducal courtly life in which the influence of Byzantine art could be de- 
tected”. There is still one more indication for the possible existence of the Byzantine 
frescoes in the Trakai parish church. In describing the church of Trakai and its miracle- 
working picture of the Mother of God, the seventeenth-century priest, Simon 
Mankiewicz, says that the interior of the church had been covered in frescoes made 
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after Greek fashion". This information has already received attention from Lithuanian 
art historians and there is hope that one day some remnants of these frescoes will come 
to light once again, and we will be better informed about the workshop whose members 
must have decorated the castle and the parish church at approximately the same бте”. 
Last but not least, Emperor Manuel П and Grand Duke Vytautas were relatives by mar- 
riage. The latter's grandchild, Anna, the daughter of Sophia and Vasiliy I of Moscow 
(1389-1425), was the wife of the future emperor John VIII Palaeologos (1425-1448) 
from c. 1414 to her death in 1417. All this evidence taken together makes the idea of 
Emperors Emanuel's gift to Vytautas not completely without merit. After all the prac- 
tice of gift-giving was something that was taken for granted by the Byzantine emperors 
as well as by the other rulers in the Middle Ages and beyond! 

Even if further research will prove that such an assumption regarding the Trakai 
Mother of God is wrong, the picture itself and its inscription will serve as a good re- 
minder as to the nature of the contacts maintained between Lithuania and Byzantium in 
the late fourteenth and early fifteenth century. The inscription mentions the victories 
which Emperor John II Comnenus (1118-1143) achieved in his fight againts the 
Pechenegs (or rather the Cumans) 9 and the Turks. These references are taken, almost 
certainly, from the chronicle of Nicetas Choniates (c. 1155 - c. 1217). The victories 
on the part of John II Comnenus were decisive with regard to the Pechenegs (or the 
Cumans) but had only a transitory effect on the Turks. Despite their limited range these 
military exploits were subsequently widely publicized?^ and it would be of interest to 
find the way how they reached Lithuania, a task that must be postponed to some later 
time. 

The emergence of the Lithuanians from some wayward Rus’ian tribe to become as- 
piring participants in the crusading movement, betrays a fundamental choice of Lithua- 
nian rulers made in favour of the Catholic camp and at the expense of the dreams to 
supplant Moscow in the East. These dreams were most vociferously pronounced by 
Algirdas under whose rule Lithuania may be regarded as a half-pagan and half- 
Orthodox country. This ambiguous position of Lithuania may be encapsulated by Al- 


7 Kosciot farski Trocki, cudami Przenaswietszey Bogarodzice Panny Maryey obiasniony a przez xiędza 
Symona Mankiewiecza biskupstwa Zmudzkiego помо na Swiat wystawiony, Wilno 1645, p. [A3-A3v]: “W 
tym kościele iest obraz Panny Przenaswiętszey cudowny, twarzy Greckiey, iakoz y sam kościoł był wszytek 
z staroswiecka po Grecku malowany, teraz babiniec robiąc połowę malowania wapnem zatarto, a chor sam 
z takimże malowaniem został. Obraz ten xiążę Witold, iako się na Wiarę || Chrześćijańską z Pogaństwa 
nawrocił, w tym kościele postanowił...” 
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girdas himself. He died as a pagan and was burnt on the pyre. On his last journey to 
the other world he was wrapped in a purple cloak™ as befitted the ruler who acted as a 
pretender to gain a dominant position among the Rus’ian Orthodox princes and who, 
consequently, had to look like an Emperor in distant Constantinople. Algirdas’s failure 
to make good his claim precipitated Lithuania turning to the West and becoming 
Catholic, and it did depart, in a sense, from the Byzantine Commonwealth”. However, 
this departure must not be viewed as a rupture with all that came before since Lithua- 
nian rułers did not turn their back on the cultural riches of the Byzantine Empire and its 
Commonwealth. This is most evident in the case of Jogaila and Vytautas, who com- 
missioned art objects with unmistakable Byzantine flavour. 

It is a happy coincidence that both Algirdas and Vytautas have the prominent Byz- 
antine historians, Nikephoros Gregoras and Laonikos Chalkokondyles respectively, as 
recorders of what Lithuania was like in the Byzantine eyes during the fourteenth and 
fifteenth centuries. Gregoras described pagan Lithuanians as fire-worshippers, a char- 
acteristic that was generally used by the Byzantines of the time, and seems to have 
been taken from the Persians as they had been described by Herodotus®. In Chalkok- 
ondyles's day Catholic Lithuanians could enjoy such antiquarian qualities no more, for 
they became a Christian nation and even some Byzantines knew that they spoke their 
distinct language and still displayed a military profile that could not be overlooked by 
the Greeks eager to receive foreign military help in the last decades of their empire. 

We must also note some assymetry in available source material coming from the 
Lithuanian and the Byzantine side of this communication network to which we have 
paid our attention. The Byzantines of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries possessed a 
huge literary heritage which supplied them with powerful tools to describe their world 
and that of distant barbarians. Despite the fact that the descriptions of Lithuanians pro- 
duced by such Byzantine historians as Nikephoras Gregoras and Laonikos Chalkok- 
ondyles present us with some stereotypes, the comparison between them allows us to 
see the changing nature of the contacts between Lithuania and Byzantium in the period 
under consideration. At the same time such descriptions allow us to have an idea of 
how the Byzantines regarded the Lithuanians over this period. When we try to tell how 
the Lithuanians regarded Byzantium and Constantinople, then considerable difficluties 
come to stand in our way. The most serious one is the lack of narrative sources on the 
Lithuanian side. Late-fourteenth-century Lithuanians were newcomers to the world of 
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the Book, and had to start learning the art of letters. On the other hand, there are a 
number of artifacts that could be credited with linking Lithuania to Byzantium. They 
are less eloquent than narrative sources, but they do provide us with an idea that in this 
regard too the Lithuanians followed, although belatedly, the path of their Slavic and 
nomadic neighbours, who in their days were interested in Byzantium for all that looked 
to be most sophisticated and refined. 
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ГРИГОРИЙ ЦАМБЛАК И ТРАДИЦИЯ ВИЗАНТИЙСКОЙ ЛИТЕРАТУРЫ: 
СЛОВО ПОХВАЛЬНОЕ (СВЯТЫМ) МУЧЕНИКАМ СЕВАСТИЙСКИМ 


«Похвальное слово в честь сорока великомучеников из Севасты» принадлежит 
к произведениям Григория Цамблака, которые до сих пор не привлекали особого 
внимания исследователей. И хотя оно известно науке уже давно, то в достаточно 
богатой литературе, посвященной автору’, можно найти только несколько CKY- 
пых упоминаний на его тему’, причем обычно в связи с представлением состава 
авторского гомилиария, известного под названием «Книга Цамблака»”. Причины 
этого кроются скорее всего в отсутствии изданий некоторых произведений 


' Назову только основные исследования: А.И. ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Григорий Цамблак. Очерк его жиз- 
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ему и переводы монаха Гавриила, С.-Петербург 1906; В.Сл. КИСЕЛКОВ, Митрополит Григорий 
Цамблак, София 1946; К. МЕЧЕВ, Григорий Цамблак, София 1969; Тьрновска книжовна школа, т. 1- 
6, София 1974 — Велико Търново 1999 (особенно том 3, полностью посвященный Цамблаку); FJ. 
THOMSON, Gregory Тзат ак. The Man and The Myths, Slavica Gandensia 25/2 (1998); Д. KEHAHOB, 
Озареният Григорий Цамблак. По материали om Вилнюските ръкописни u старопечатни сбирки, 
Велико Търново 2000; Н. ДОНЧЕВА-ПАНАЙОТОВА, Григорий Цамблак и българските литературни 
традиции в Източна Европа XV-XVII e., Велико Търново 2004; Ю.К. БЕГУНОВ, Гворческое наследие 
Григория Цамблака, Велико Търново 2005. 


? Cm.: ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Г, ригорий Цамблак, c. 139, 453; КИСЕЛКОВ, Митрополит, с. 13; МАКАРИЙ 
(БУЛГАКОВ), История русской церкви, т. 5, С.-Петербург 1866 (новое изд. Москва 1995, т. 3, с. 506- 
507); ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Из истории, passim; Ю.В. ПЕЛЕШЕНКО, Розвиток української ораторської та 
агіографічної прози кінця XIV початку XVI cm., Київ 1990, c. 74. 


* Cm.: Ю.К. БЕГУНОВ, Малоизвестные и неизвестные сочинения Григория Цамблака, Byzantino- 
bulgarica, t. 5, 1978, pp. 313-314; H. ДОНЧЕВА-ПАНАЙОТОВА, Сборниците „Книга Григория Цамбла- 
ка” — възникване, съдържание, разпространение, (B:) Тьрновска книжовна школа 3. Григоиий Цам- 
блак. Живот и творчество, София 1984, с. 30, 42, 45-46; ДОНЧЕВА-ПАНАЙОТОВА, Григорий Цам- 
блак, с. 67, 253, 257, 267, 269. 


Ян Страдомский 


Цамблака“, хотя определенное влияние могло оказать также распространенное 
мнение о композиционно-текстовой зависимости этой проповеди от подобного 
произведения св. Василия Великого”. Мнение это действительно могло быть при- 
чиной перенесения внимания исследователей на произведения «оригинальные», 
где предполагалось найти совершенно новый материал, с чисто литературной 
точки зрения более привлекательный. 

Культ сорока великомучеников® был известен балканским славянам уже в 
ранний период христианизации. Памятники древней славянской письменности 
свидетельствуют о наличии богатого корпуса агиографических текстов на день 
литургической памяти севастийских святых (9 Ш)”. Супрасльский сборник со- 
держит перевод анонимного пространного жития, а также похвального слова 
Василия Великого”. Сравнительные языковые исследования Доры Ивановой- 


* Среди около 30 произведений Цамблака только несколько увидело свет в виде критического 
издания, напр.: II. РУСЕВ, А. ДАВИДОВ, Григорий Цамблак e Румъния и в старата румънска литера- 
тура, София 1966; II. РУСЕВ et аш, Похвално слово за Евтимий от Григорий Цамблак, София 1971; 
A. ДАВИДОВ et al., Житие на Стефан Дечански от Григорий Цамблак, София 1983; Н. ДОНЧЕВА- 
ПАНАЙОТОВА, Словото на Григорий Цамблак за митрополит Киприан, Велико Търново 1995; Н.А. 
БОЯДЖИЕВ, Григорий Цамблак. Слово за Връбница, София 2005. Мне также известно, что болгарская 
ученая Мария Спасова, которая уже много лет проводит исследования творчества Григория 
Цамблака, в настоящее время подготовливает к изданию оставшиеся, неопубликованные до сих пор 
его произведения. В свою очередь «Слово в честь сорока великомучеников» Григория Цамблака 
было несколько лет назат впервые опубликовано в издании Великих Четьих-Миней митрополита 
Макария. Все указания и цитаты в этой статье приводятся по этому изданию: Die Grossen Leseme- 
näen des Metropoliten Makarij. Uspenskij Spisok. — Великие Минеи Четьи митрополита Макария. 
Успенский список, 1-11. марта, her. Eckhard WEIHER, Band 1, Weiher-Freiburg I.Br. 1997 [Monumenta 
Linguae Slavicae Dialecti Veteris. Fontes et dissertationes, ed. R. AITZETMÜLLER, L. SADNIK, E. WEIHER, 
t. XXXIX]; указывается лист и колонка рукописи (согласно изданию), а также номер строки. 


> На такое сходство, хотя и без непосредственных заимствований, указал еще митр. МАКАРИЙ 
(БУЛГАКОВ); История, с. 506; ср. ПЕЛЕШЕНКО, Розвиток, с. 74. 


° Мученики эти были умерщвлены в Севасте (Малая Армения) около 320 года, во времена 
императора Лициния (307-324). После подписания миланского эдикта (VI 313) преследования 
христиан на Востоке прекратились, а сирийская Церковь пользовалась свободой. Однако начиная с 
316 года ситуация христиан ухудшилась в результате соперничества Лициния с Константином. 
Лициний побаивался христиан, отдавая себе отчет в их лояльности по отношению к своему 
сопернику, который покровительствовал их религии. Желая избавиться от них, он начал новую 
волну репрессий. Приказал выгнать христиан со своего двора, а тех, кто отказался принести жертву 
языческим божествам, бросить в темницу. Воины лишались званий и функций, а узникам Лициний 
отказал в праве на пищу и уход (часть из них болела чумой). Во время этих преследований было 
уничтожено много христианских храмов, пострадало множество епископов, погибли также 
упомянутые мученики. Лициний собирался развернуть преследования христиан в более широком 
масштабе, но ему помешала интервенция Константина, который в 323 году покорил его и лишил 
власти. Год спустя Лициний был убит солдатами в Солуне. И. CHETAPOB, Кратка история на 
съвременните православни църкви. т. 1, София 1944, с. 121-122. 


7 = 
B некоторых старых прологах VIII x IX BB. их воспоминание указывается c датой 11 марта. Bo 
время понтификата папы Иннокентия Х (1644-1655) праздник был перенесен с 9 на 10 марта и в этот 
день отмечается в русской церкви до сих пор. 


* Все указания в настоящей статье по изданию: [Й. ЗАИМОВ, M. КАПАЛДО] Супрасълски или 
Ретков сборник. В два тома, София 1982-1983, т. 1; далее сокращенно: KS, указывается лист руко- 


писи (согласно изданию) и номер строки. Житие и похвальное слово находятся соответственно на 
листах: 68-81, 81-97. 
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Мирчевой, проведенные над Германовым сборником (1359)?, доказывают, что 
еще в староболгарский период (IX-XI вв.) сделан был очередной (независимый) 
перевод этой проповеди. Почти в то же самое время из-под пера св. Климента 
Охридского выходит его авторский панегирик в честь святых’, а наличие сла- 


вянского перевода проповеди св. Ефрема Сирина и гимнографических произве- 


u 1 [v) [v] 
дении подтверждаются старыми рукописями . Все эти тексты, а по краинеи мере 


большинство из них, наверняка были известны Цамблаку, поскольку употребля- 
лись в литургии и пользовались заслуженным авторитетом своих святых твор- 
цов. Что же могло его склонить к труду написания собственного произведения? 
Необходимо помнить, что позднейший киевский митрополит провел свою 
молодость в Тырнове под крылом последнего патриарха средневековой Болгарии 
Евфимия и в среде исихастской литературной школы, очень активно занима- 
вшейся распространением и утверждением культа святых. Одним из главных 
храмов этого города была церковь «Сорока мучеников» ”, в которой наверняка 
находились части их реликвий и в которой хранились также глубоко почитаемые 
мощи покровительницы города и государства — св. Параскевы-Пятницы. Именно 
вокруг реликвий отшельницы из Эпивата концентрировался главный культ этого 
места, но тем не менее праздник покровителей храма также должен был прохо- 
дить необычайно торжественно, и его ранг в столице и государстве был высок. 


d Paleobulgarica-Cmapo6vneapucmuxa, 1977, кн. 1, с. 40-41. Cp: Д. HBAHOBA-MHPUEBA, Из cma- 
робългарския хомиляр (новооткрити преводи), (8:) Константин-Кирил Философ. Юбилеен сборник 
по случай 1100-годишнината от смъртта му, София 1969, с. 309-314; Д. ИВАНОВА-МИРЧЕВА, 
Непознат вариант от старобългарския превод Ha Марторюу tov áyiov..., (в:) Известия Ha Инст. за 
бълг. език, кн. XVI, 1969, с. 51-103. Издание рукописи: E. МИРЧЕВА, Германов сборник от 1358/1359 
г. Изследване и издание на текста, София 2006. 


Используется издание: Климент Охридски. Събрани съчинения, обработили Б.Ст. АНГЕЛОВ, 
К.М. KYEB, Xp. КОДОВ, София 1970-1973, т. 1; далее сокращенно: КО, указывается лист рукописи 
(согласно изданию). 


'' B вильнюсском сборнике с житиями святых (XVI в. — sygn. Е 19 [nr 105]) находится славян- 
ский текст проповеди Ефрема, который также был опубликован в указанном выше издании Великих 
Четьих-Миней митр. Макария (см. Die Grossen Lesemenäen..., рр. 161-174). В этой же рукописи Ha- 
ходится единственный сохранившийся список похвального слова Григория Цамблака в честь отцов 
Собора в Констанце (см. КЕНАНОВ, Озареният, с. 16-17, 45-56). Автором всех трех восхвалений в 
честь 40 мучеников является св. Григорий Нисский (cM. Bibliotheca Hagiographica Graeca, Ediderunt 
Socii Bollandiani, Bruxellis 1909, р. 169). 


2 Построенная царем Иваном Асенем П после битвы под Клокотницей (9 Ш 1230) для уве- 
ковечения победы над деспотом Эпира Феодором Комненом, которая имела место именно в день 
воспоминания святых мучеников. Триумфально возвращающегося в столицу Ивана Асеня П тор- 
жественно встретили жители Тырнова в селе Мердания, на перифериях которого, в честь памяти об 
этом событии, был основан монастырь (лавра). Об интенсивном развитии культа сорока мучеников 
свидетельствует в том числе исключительная популярность имен севастийских святых, принимае- 
мых болгарами во время крещения в XIII-XIV вв. См. Жития на ceemuume, Издание на Пловдивска 
света митрополия, Пловдив 2001, с. 137. 


'З Стоит отметить, что в этом же храме находились реликвии CB. Иллариона Могленского, культ 
которого также активно поддерживался в идеологическо-государственных целях, см. I. LIS, Swieci 
w kulturze duchowej i ideologii Słowian prawosławnych w średniowieczu (do XV w.), Kraków 2004, pp. 
90, 92. 
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Оба этих культа были глубоко закоренены B сознании Григория Цамблака и 
обеим им он в недалеком будущем посвятил специальные произведения 

«Похвальное слово в честь сорока великомучеников» было написано, скорее 
всего, в Молдавии, где в 1401-1406 годы Цамблак занимал должность проповед- 
ника при кафедре в CyuaBe, а позднее — игумена нового (только что построен- 
ного) монастыря Пантократора, известного также под названием Нямц. Такой 
вывод можно сделать на основе сохранившихся в списках фрагментов произведе- 
ния, которые последовательно указывают на автора: Г ригорїа MNHXA и NPEZEVTEPA, 
HTOVMENA WBHTEAH NANTOKPATOPORBI ^. . Решение o написании очередного панегирика B 
честь раннехристианских святых в ситуации, когда в литургическом использо- 
вании были упомянутые выше славянские тексты, могло опираться на убеж- 
дении, что в определенном временно-пространственном контексте они уже не 
исполняют надлежащим образом своей функции, не выражают польностью раз- 
деляемых/представляемых автором идей, а также не отвечают в удовлетво- 
ряющей степени стилистическо-композиционным требованиям. 

Такое предположение, хоть и очень смелое, может быть вполне правдоподоб- 
ным, усли взять во внимание факт, что Цамблак воспитывался в среде литера- 
турной школы, где сверка и редакция текстов культа практиковалась и была чуть 
ли не главным творческим постулатом. Проповедь Василия Великого предста- 
вляет собой тип ораторской прозы со времен до реформы Метафраста, а славян- 
ское слово Климента Охридского, короче ее на половину, вновь является образ- 
цом классического понимания и реализации жанра, который в такой «чистой» 
форме в исихастической письменности XIV-XV веков уже не выступает. Было 
бы, однако, ошибочно считать Цамблака представителем литературной «револю- 
ции», сознательно нарушающим рамки византийско-славянского канона и прене- 
брегающим авторитетом своих святых предшественников. Как раз наоборот - он 
ориентируется на их произведения, выискивает их многочисленные структурно- 
композиционные и стилистические особенности, хотя свой текст организует по- 
другому, вводит собственные изобразительные средства и иначе расставляет 
идейные акценты. 

Цамблак возвращается, таким образом, к пространной структуре похвального 
слова, размерами подобной проповеди св. Василия Великого °. Композиция про- 


4 a as 
Цамблак является автором translatio мощей св. Параскиевы Пятницы из Тырнова в Видин и 
Белград, предназначенного для чтения в определенном месте пространного жития святой (пера патр. 
Евфимия) в качестве его дополнения. 


|3 Там же были написаны в том числе похвальные слова в честь других мучеников: Георгия, апп. 
Петра и Павла, трех отроков и пророка Даниила, Иоанна Крестителя (рождество), а также страдания 
св. Иоанна (Нового), cM. ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Григорий Цамблак, с. 87, 139-140; КИСЕЛКОВ, Митрополит, 
с. 13-14; Григорий Цамблак в Румъния..., с. 40; THOMSON, Gregory Tsamblak, pp. 113-114, 143-144. В 
последующий период творчества Цамблака появляются также другие слова в честь: Димитрия Со- 
лунского, Иоанна Крестителя (усекновение), Стефана. Это явное экспонирование мученического 
культа и персонажей с эсхатологическими коннотациями (ср. Илия) связано, скорее всего, с 
драматическими событиями конца XIV в. и турецкой инвазией на Балканах, свидителем которой 
был Цамблак. 


16 

Возвращение к форме длинного текста могло быть связано C общими литургическими H3- 
менениями в результате введения нового (иерусалимского) типика, имевшими место примерно B то 
время. 
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изведения характерна для агиографско-панегирического жанра, которым поль- 
зуются южнославянские писатели, выводящиеся из традиции тырновской ли- 
тературной школы. Слово начинается с небольшого вступления, в котором сигна- 
лизируется тип восхваляемой святости (мученики), характер слова (торжествен- 
ное восхваление), а также выражена главная идея произведения (святое един- 
ство). Далее начинается типичная фабулярная презентация на базе жития, густо 
переплитаемая поэтическими фрагментами ораторской прозы экзегетическо- 
интерпретационного и паренетического характера. Риторическая кульминация 
слова переносится на следующую часть, где, согласно конвенции, проявляется в 
первом лице оратор, произносящий похвалу от имени присутствующих и соб- 
ственного. После этого экспрессивного восхваления, которое органически соче- 
тается с эмоционально окрашенным поучением, наступает короткий финал с мо- 
литвой и доксологической формулой. Такого рода слово, предназначенное для 
торжественного чтения в радостный день литургического воспоминания, пред- 
полагает трансцендентное присутствие святых адресатов, а также — естественно — 
земного адресата, которым в первую очередь является слушатель, а в следующей 
очередности также читатель . Отсюда наличие в тексте многочисленных H306pa- 
зительных средств, сосредотачивающих внимание не только на содержательном 
компоненте, но также и на словесном и ритмическом. Обращаясь к слушателю, 
знающему подробности обширной фабулы жития, 8 Цамблак создает вербальную 
икону сорока мучеников, опираясь на агиографические аллюзии и презентации 
старательно отобранных сцен, которые очень сильно напоминают нарративную 
по своему характеру череду образов с клейм иконы. Эта аккуратно реализован- 
ная в тексте структура дополняется солидной порцией риторики и необычайно 
пластичной художественной картиной, влияющей на чувства и религиозное 
вдохновение адресатов. На такой почве появляются главные идеи произведения, 
которые объясняют основную этико-моральную ценность затрагиваемой темы, 
а также, функционируя как своего рода сигналы, остаются в сердцах и умах 
верных, принося сейчас и в будущем бесценные спасительные плоды. 

Это эмоциональное влияние Цамблака видно уже в первой из упомянутых 
сцен, где мы «видим», как жаждущая зрелища многоязычная толпа в переполнен- 
ном амфитеатре MOJIKHET, как будто в какой-то античной трагедии, когда на арену 
выходит сорок святейших мучеников. Автор целенаправленно дозирует напряже- 
ние, после чего задерживает акцию и поэтическим образом интерпретирует 
нарисованную перед слушателями сцену: 


7 Глашение правды о тех, кто живет согласно воли Божьей, является главной обязанностью 
человека, который, поклоняясь Святому Творцу, путем почитания Его избранных (святых), стре- 
мится достичь утерянного некогда подобия Божьего и ангельской сущности. О радостной повин- 
ности восхвалять святых Цамблак напоминает также в начале произведения, риторически обращаясь 
к верующим: како не весь миръ EZZSECEAKTCA. четы Sea Moye NoXBAAAEMBI. четвероконечнго мира 
СЕБТИЛОМЪ H 1мфитнико, ИЖЕ MOXBAAB СВАЧККЫ ВЫШЬШ о, толикыи ликъ [87d,43-88a,5]. Упоминание O 
предназначении слова на конкретный день литургического года появляется также в заключительной 
части: и NÄR NA иже BALION ПАМАТЬ BCEĄLIBNS ЦВАВЮШИ, И ПОДВИГЫ БАЖАШИХ»Ъ, свыше посвтите [91a,17-20]. 


'8 Цамблак не вспоминает, например, O долгодневном пребывании в темнице 40 христианских 
воинов, многократных попытках сломить их стойкость и нескольких судебных заседаниях. 
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мвжїє четыре AC CATE, ЛИК BEAHKZ KSTINO и честен. AKO N'BKBIH раи, БАРОЮХАННЫМИ И 
9 
PAZAHMNBIMH UBBTbI окршенъ. WBS ha CBA,HNOIO UBBTA. WES юмостїю о шышы 


Все — и «герои» произведения, и его слушатели — в напряжении ожидают 
начала грядущих драматических событий, в которых произойдет космическое по 
своим размерам столкновение сил зла (вечного врага человека — дьявола, пред- 
ставленного здесь тираном-судьей) и добра – твердых в вере и сильных в своем 
постановлении мучеников, поддерживаемых не только надеждой на обещанную 
награду в небе, но и присутствием ангелов, приносящих им райские короны 
(венцы) славы, неземным светом окружающие их лица и тела, и даже видением 
самого Спасителя (как сообщает об этом житие”). В очередных сценах эта 
перспектива удерживается, мы являемся свидетелями сначала мягких, а потом 
более навязчивых попыток искушения исповедующих Христа с помощью 60- 
гатства и чести; очередных актов сатанинской враждебности во время каме- 
нования лиц святых, отправления их в холодное болото озера, ночных страданий 
и сомнений одного из них; и — в конце концов — мученической смерти и жажды 
уничтожения их тел мучителями. С другой стороны, появляются святые воины, 
речи которых являются апологией веры и христианской морали, свидетельством 
уверенности в ожидаемом спасении и презрения к земной жизни; мы видим 
стражника — свидетеля этих событий, когда он без колебаний бросается в холод- 
ный омут и занимает место одного из отчаявшихся; появляются многочисленные 
свидетельства неустанного Божьего присутствия и Его участия в событиях; и на- 
конец драматическая по своему значению и безупречно образцовая по оценке 
позиция матери молодого мученика, которая собственными руками несет сына, 
чтобы и он до конца и полностью участвовал в героическом подвиге товарищей. 

Уже в начале слова отчетливо появляется главная мысль восхваления — 
блаженное единство и единомыслие святой группы мучеников. Мотив этот, 
стоит отметить, присутствует также в других агиографических текстах этого 
цикла”, но в проповеди Цамблака он особенно выразителен и исполняет 
функцию идейной оси всего произведения. Автор сознательно экспонирует все 
те мотивы, персонажи и ситуации, которые вписываются в контрастные отно- 
шения: личность — коллектив, единство — разделение (исключение). Опериро- 
вание этими антитезами является главным ходом концепции слова и свидетель- 
ствует об оригинальной интерпретации затрагиваемой темы. Посмотрим, каким 
образом она реализуется у Цамблака. 

Объектом восхваления является отряд сорока раннехристианских воинов, ко- 
торые составляют однородную общину веры, подвига и профессии. Присутству- 
ющая достаточно явно в пространном житии и в проповеди Климента Охрид- 
ского индивидуальность персонажей святых героев, известных там по имени, 
личным добродетелям, различному происхождению и самостоятельно (по одно- 





? [88a,43-88b,6] 
? KS, p.70/29-30; 75/23-24. 


* Hanp., KS, p. 69,3-4.22; 72,10-11; 82,13-14.16-24; 84,19-21; 86,20-22; 95,1-2; 97,16-20; KO, 
л. 3656. 


324 


Григорий Цамблак u традиция византийской литературы: Слово похвальное... 


му) выступающих“, у Цамблака практически не появляется”. В агиографической 
перспективе отряд святых воинов сравнивается с имплицирующим единство и 
одинаковость вооруженным ангельским чином, братство оружия заменяет брат- 
ство духа, а единомысленная манифестация одних и тех же ценностей и участие 
в общем мученическом акте создают между чужими ранее героями узы истин- 
ного родства — естественно в небесном измерении. Таким образом, предмет 
восхваления, состоящий из сорока человек, сводится к единичному образцу, бо- 
лее легкому для описания и интерпретации, и одновременно вызывает на много 
больше догматических и библейских ассоциаций”. Целесообразность такого xo- 
да видна на вербальном уровне, в выборе примеров и библейских аллюзий. 
Автор говорит: 


GAMNA AWA BB HETDIPEAECATHXB  QAZA/BACNA T'BAECBYZ. єдино дышуе, NA CA, INO 
ZpAULE, е,дїно CMATPAHLHE. 


Единство воли и подвига действует таким образом, что мученики готовы 
посвятить жизнь, чтобы изменить земное и временное на вечное и неуничто- 
жаемое, становясь благодаря этому истинными «жителями небесного Иерусали- 
ма». Все они согласно демонстрируют те же самые чувства, все переживают те 
же вдохновления, все так же желают мученической смерти, охотно принимая все 
новые и новые виды казни. Явно унификационный характер имеют и много- 
численные речи/пророчества героев, которые — иначе нежели в житии — совмест- 
но говорят одним голосом, причем — согласно с евангельским обещанием — это 
голос Святого Духа (ср. Мф. 10,19-20) 2. 

Иконографический образец мученика создается Цамблаком аккуратно и по- 
следовательно. Типично людской страх перед страданием и жестокой смертью, 
известный даже Спасителю (ср. Мк. 14,33-35), согласно агиографическому ка- 
HOHy, заменяется в опасения, касающиеся выносливости в исполнении до конца 
акта мученичества. Мы видим это в тексте очень отчетливо, когда святейшие 
воины многократно утешают друг друга, придавая себе силы и уговаривая к 
выдержке, представляют визию гарантированной награды в будущей жизни. 
Придавая друг другу отваги, вспоминают совместный опыт многих битв, ко- 
торые вели, и готовятся к окончательному сражению уже в сакральном из- 
мерении. Обнимаясь, жестом этим подчеркивают еще более единство, близость и 


22 Hanp., KS, р. 69/6-17; 71/21.28; 72/5-6.21; 73/29; 74/16.22; 75/6.15; 79/5-6; KO, л. 366 


23 
Цамблак ограничивается лишь утверждением, что они были из разных городов и не были 
близкими родственниками [88а,8-9.17-18]. — 


ч Интересно, что в слове Цамблака нет непосредственной связи между 40 мучениками и перио- 
дом сорокадневного Великого Поста, которая присутствует B проповеди Василия Великого [KS, 
р.92,7-11] и в гимнографических текстах. А ведь эта ассоциация напрашивается сама, по причине 
сходства цифры и даты воспоминания, которое, согласно типику (глава 48), может отмечаться в 
период со вторника первой недели до понедельника шестой недели Великого Поста. Появляются 
зато аллюзии, связанные с тематикой страданий Христа, напр. предательство Иуды [90а,11-14] или 
добрый разбойник [90b,10-13]. 


> [88а,10-14] 


26 A, es x m y ” 
WNpeMpbIA BBTIA, W иже BB четыредесАти оустъ, ГААВШеМО EAÏNOMS AZBIKS AXA. [88с,11-14] 
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общность, B которых B более широком плане, благодаря постоянному при- 
сутствию Святого Духа, легко узнается Церковь 


e в 
Za ERE BA ЕДИНО A BRATKHCA, И €AMNO MP'BCTROBATH. И EAMNO HCNOBAATH exe B ХА 
eps." 
а также B другом месте: 


IAKO Aa nn црКвь BCH БЫВШеЕ, ны dd H фцемь, € AHNOTW прослави, ИЖЕ В 
29 
трци BA, cha BZ wun CB CRIME ANX0MB. 


Такой твердой позицией святые раздражают своих мучителей, провоцируя HX 
к очередным актам насилия, подсказываемым, естественно, дьяволом, прини- 
мающим активное участие в этом деле. Отсюда каменование лиц и ртов святей- 
ших мужей, чтобы они больше не могли провозглашать слов Духа; приготов- 
ление теплой бани на берегу озера, чтобы с помощью постоянного искушения 
сделать страдание еще более невыносимым; наконец — вновь имеющая библей- 
скую конотацию — смерть через ломание колен (в житии — голеней) и триум- 
фальное уничтожение тел мученников, чтобы не позволить их соратникам рас- 
пространять культ (ср. Мф 27,62-66). Триумф сил зла является, однако, всего 
лишь поверхностным и кратким. Брошенные в сторону святых камни чудесным 
образом возвращаются, как стрелы поражая мучителей; поддавшегося 
искушению горячей бани отступника не колеблясь заменяет в ледяном болоте 
стражник; смерть становится лишь окончательным подтверждением моральной 
победы мучеников, а уцелевшие по воли Божьей реликвии становятся 
источником славы этого места и свидетельством их вечного прославления. 

Цамблак не отказывается от представления очередных содержательных 
ситуаций и образцов, которые можно расположить на линии индивидуальность — 
община. Выразительно рисуется персонаж павшего духом соучастника мучени- 
чества, отходящего от своей святости и платящего за этот неразумный шаг 
наивысшую цену - не только потери земной жизни, но прежде всего спасения. 
Его человеческая слабость и привязанность к миру сему сделали его недостой- 
ным членом этого сообщества и ставят на позиции предателя, который вскоре 
получает заслуженное наказание. Сравнение его с Иудой представляется вполне 
обоснованным, а в композиции канонического слова даже ожидаемым”. В arno- 
графической перспективе исключение Иуды из числа апостолов?! является XKE- 
стом, тождественным с исключением недостойного мученической славы воина, 
а замена предателя Матфеем, который принимается в апостольское сообщество, 


7 Идея единства церкви была Цамблаку необычайно близка. Она отчетливо проявляется в 
«Слове похвальном в честь отцов Собора в Констанце»; в едином христианстве Цамблак видел 
также спасение от распространения ислама, см. А. NAUMOW, Wiara i historia. Z dziejów literatury 
cerkiewnoslowianskiej na ziemiach polsko-litewskich, Kraków 1996, pp. 73-77. 


28 (89b, 22-25] 
29 [91a, 26-30] 


* Этот мотив присутствует как в слове Василия Великого (KS, p. 94,4-6), так и Климента Охрид- 
ского (КО, л. 369). 


31 is 4 
К этой теме Цамблак подробнее возвращается в своем «Слове на Страстной Четверг». 
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автоматически приводит на мысль ассоциации с восполнением количества соро- 
ка святых обращенным стражником. Таким образом сохраняется единство, а ве- 
нец мученика может уже беспрепятственно быть возложен на голову неофита, 
который принимает крещение кровью, как евангелический раскаявшийся разбой- 
ник (ср. Лк. 23,39-43), который практически в последний момент обеспечивает 
себе спасение. 

В совершенно других обстоятельствах участия в этой славе может быть ли- 
шен один (снова один!) молодой мученик, который последним остался жив и H3- 
за своей молодости и красоты был мучителями отделен от остальных. И здесь 
появляется его мать, представительница и четкий образец всех набожных мате- 
рей. И хотя непосредственно она не принимает участия в мученичестве, ее лич- 
ность и поступок имеют символическое измерение. Это простая женщина, 
благодаря чему она представляет в тексте отдельную категорию позитивного ге- 
роя и одновременно становится наиболее близким адресатам/слушателям мо- 
ральным примером. Она не имеет предполагающейся а priori харизмы, Xapak- 
терной для святых, но несмотря на это показывет, как человек может находить и 
реализовывать подобие Божье. В противоположность тому, кто усомнился, она 
мыслит не человеческим, а святым разумом; не причитает, не зовет на помощь, 
не радуется, что ее сын остался жив, а переживает, не будет ли он лишен самого 
ценного сокровища мученической славы. В своей драматической речи и герои- 
ческом подвиге показывает, что она в состоянии увидеть ценности и смотреть на 
мир с правильной, т.е. божественной перспективы. Поэтому берет сына на руки 
и, преодолев «женственную слабость», приносит его к реке, чтобы свершилось 
его (и остальных) мученичество. В иных случаях автор использует укрепившиеся 
в христианском сознании образцы, чтобы на их примере строить историко- 
библейские аналогии и напомнить, что каждый из слушателей/адресатов 
является участником великой Божьей истории и в любой момент может 
подвергнуться испытанию веры, которое позволит ему стать образцом или 
похвальной уверенности, или позорного предательства. 

С точки зрения стилистики и выразительных средств «Слово в честь сорока 
великомучеников» выглядит очень интересно. В своей ораторской прозе 
Цамблак использует почти все известные ему классические фигуры византий- 
ской риторики, обогащая текст также некоторыми элементами, типичными для 
его ораторского стиля. Особенно фрагменты объяснительного и интерпретацион- 
ного характера отличаются с точки зрения насыщения поэтического языка. В жи- 
тийных частях особенно выразительны речи/пророчества святых героев и их 
молитвы, которые скорее напоминают краткие, выдержанные в библейской сти- 
листике полемико-догматические трактаты. В высказывания эти впрочем доволь- 
но часто вставляются соответствующим образом избранные библейские цитаты 
(прежде всего из псалмов), либо ясные аллюзии [89a,6-23; 89с,8-894,12]?°. Такая 
конструкция высказываний святых героев придает им, конечно же, требуемый 
авторитет и является типичной для греческих и славянских агиографов XIV века 
(патр. Калликст, патр. Филофей, патр. Евфимий), однако в отличие or них, Цам- 


32 
Привожу лишь некоторые примеры. 
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блак старается не растягивать речей своих героев, что позволяет ему придать HM 
более живой характер и не разрушать гармонии структуры текста слишком явной 
диспропорцией.? ? По примеру классиков византийской риторики, для усиления 
выразительности высказывания автор использует также восклицания и непосред- 
ственные обращения, целью которых является не только вызов определенных 
эмоций, но и подчеркивание присутствия и непосредственного контакта с героем 
текста и/или его адресатом [88с,11-14; 90643-45]. Подобную роль исполняют 
довольно частые риторические вопросы [88b,36-43], встречающиеся иногда B 
виде каскада рифмующихся анафор либо анафорических выражений, открыва- 
ющих новые фразы [90а,42-44; 90d,8-13; 89b,45-89c,6]. Явную в некоторых 
частях текста ритмику усиливают также типично гимнографические структуры, 
приближающиеся по форме к литании или акафисту [88а, 7-15]. Одной из 
наиболее охотно используемых Цамблаком классических фигур византийской 
риторики являются антитезы и сравнения, которые встречаются в тексте почти 
повсюду в различной форме: формальные, грамматические и логические 
антитезы [88b,22-28; 88d,13-17; 89а,15-20; 89с,6-16], сравнения с предметами, 
личностями, явлениями и действиями [88b,1-9; 88с,34-35; 90а,7-8; 90b,21-24; 
90b,45-90c,17]. Нельзя не вспомнить также об эпитетах (прежде всего устой- 
чивых) [88а,33-34; 88d,11-12, 88c,18-19], метафорах [89а,22-23; 89d,13-14], евфе- 
мизмах [884,21] и переносных значениях [90b, 19.20]. В конце я хотел бы 
обратить внимание на необычайно интересные описания, которые придают 
тексту колорит и связывают его с более реальным контекстом. Необходимо, 
правда, признать, что описание фона действия (напр., озеро и горы вокруг Се- 
BacTbr^) не отличаются в этом слове ничем особенным, однако в некоторых 
случаях автор позволяет себе своеобразно анимизировать природу (бездушные 
камни отдают честь лицам мучеников, обнажая этим же безбожность мучителей 
88c, 24-28), а также вводить реалистические или даже натуралистические опи- 
сания. В одном из них Цамблак таким образом показывает состояние духа и тела 
своих героев: 


мра23 BW BRODĘ JSON NABTH стрлны COYAWMA BCEM8 CCTBECTBS TBOPALHE 
CAT'ECKBNENIC, W NOKTEH APTHPIA прїемлюци AKTOCTB. кровь CANPATAXS. 0009 BABA bl 
WCTABAAŁOLIJN. CBBHPAIOLHHMCA MPAZA TCNOTOW ЖИЛАМЪ. H съвирлюцимь CBCTARAENIA 
плоти. мы оаа CBETABOMZ, W еже w TBNAOTBI NA CT8Ab NPBAOKHTNCA MOZTE иже 
K косте. H крови KB > $us НИ NSZKEŁO MPAZA. мртво прочее ОЗА ROLLE TBAO. H 
NPENOAABAEMS KB NATAABNBFZ MPàZs. H CK PANIAM BBZAWTBBACMBI. И BBLUATEABNOH 
МСКВЛУБЕАЮЩИ СИЛ. Z^ € челюстеи CACTABAENTIO ZAKAIOHA'TH, ое же ая 
A/'EHCTES H AAA нежно TBOPALUE TPBTANK ZAA,ABAENIK, но7ремь WA bIXAKLIH 
е” МАЛО. пре омръшимь же. 


* ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Из истории, с. CL. 


34 
cie же BB BAHZB €ZepA, иже посреди Града [...] есть во NBKAKO стремнинами горъ WEbCTOHMO M'BCTO. И 
высокы крьхы NAXOAMMO. и ради сего, ен®гы мнугыми и мраты WBAAAAEMO. [88d,40-45] 


35 189a,29-89b,13] 
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В другом месте появляется также не менее интересное описание, вплетенное в 
одну из речей мучеников, в которой подобным, морфологическим образом выра- 
жают они свое презрение ко всему преходящему и к земному телу [89c,36-89d,8]. 
«Похвальное слово в честь сорока мучеников» Григория Цамблака вне всяких 
сомнений не является произведением, находящимся в литературном вакууме. Его 
идейная и текстологическая зависимость от произведений предшественников 
(особенно от проповеди Василия Великого) очевидна, но проистекает она попро- 
сту из уважения к церковной традиции и авторитету их творцов. Такой подход 
в средневековой византийско-славянской литературе абсолютно нормален и HH B 
коем случае не дисквалифицирует слова Цамблака как текста в критико-литера- 
турном смысле оригинального. «Слово в честь севастийских мучеников» пред- 
ставляет собой новый, авторский подход к интерпретации темы и имеет соб- 
ственную отчетливую структуру. Это произведение заслуживающее внимания, 
поскольку реализует все принципы византийского агиографического канона в 
том виде, в каком реализовывала их южнославянская исихастическая письмен- 

ность XIV и XV веков. 
Перевел с польского: Иван Петров 
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GREGORY TSAMBLAK AND THE CULT OF SAINT PARASCEVA' 


Saint Parasceva - the saint and myth 


The cult of Saint Parasceva is a cultural phenomenon in connection with the activi- 
ties of the Orthodox Church within the boundaries of the Old Polish-Lithuanian Com- 
monwealth, to be more precise, the former Orthodox diocese of Przemyśl. The popular- 
ity of the saint in this region constitutes a strong link with a similar phenomenon at its 
source, i. e. in the southeastern Europe’. The prevalence and intensity of her cult raises 
numerous questions concerning its origins. Aleksander Naumow, who has consistently 
emphasized the specificity of the Orthodox culture within the territory of the Old Pol- 
ish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, has drawn attention to the role played by the Metro- 
politan Gregory Tsamblak (born ca. 1364, the Metropolitan of Kiev from November 
1415, died 1420) in transferring this cult northwards”. Similar suggestions had already 
been voiced earlier, but only as brief mentions in topical literature. For example, 
Romuald Biskupski, a known scholar of icon painting in Poland, followed V. I. An- 
tonova and N. E. Mneva in remarking on the need to distinguish between St Parasceva 


' I would like to thank Prof. Maciej Salamon and Dr Jan Stradomski for their help with bibliography. 


2 G. VALTCHINOVA, « Visages nationaux» du culte de sainte Parasceve/Petka d’Epivatos: une approche 
historico-anthropologique, EB 26, 2000, 2, pp. 96-111. 


* A. NAUMOW, Substrat południowosłowiański w cyrylickich rekopisach liturgicznych dawnej Rzeczy- 
pospolitej, (in:) Wiara i Historia. Z dziejöw literatury cerkiewno-slowianskie] na ziemiach polsko-litew- 
skich, Biatystok 1996, p. 49. The selected bibliography on the works of Gregory Tsamblak, the metropoli- 
tan: E. KALUZNIACKI, Zur älteren Paraskevaliteratur der Griechen, Slaven und Rumänen, Wien 1899 
(Sitzungsberichte der Kaiserlich-Königlichen. Akademie der Wissenschaften in Wien. Philosophisch-Histo- 
rische Classe, CXLI), pp. 1-93; F.J. THOMSON, The False Identification of Gregory Tsamblak with Gabriel 
Uric, Slavica Gandensia 23, 1996, pp. 117-169; IDEM, Gregory Tsamblak. The Man and the Myths, Slavica 
Gandensia 25/2, 1998, pp. 1-149; М. SPASOVA, Sloznite dumi v sàcinenijata na Grigorij Camblak, Veliko 
Tàrnovo 1999, pp. 1-168; N. DONCEVA-PANAJOTOVA, Grigorij Camblak i bälgarskite literaturni tradicii v 
iztocna Evropa XV-XVII v., Veliko Tàrnovo 2004, pp. 1-576; J.K. BEGUNOV, The Creative Heritage of 
Gregory Camblak, (in:) Slavistic Printings and Reprintings, ed. C.D. VAN SCHOONEVELD, 3, Veliko 
Turnovo 2005, pp. 1-732. 
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Piatnica and St Parasceva of Tyrnovo (Petka)*, whereas I. Rogov distinguishes only 
two types of a „pt Petka" representation — with a cross in her hands along with scenes 
from her life”, and Ch. Walter identified Parasceva's images according to the 
toponymy based on the icons of Parasceva of Rome and of Epibatai preserved in the 
Polish collections®. V. I. Antonova and N. Е. Mneva had suggested that the St Paras- 
ceva Piatnica was in essence a personification of Good Friday, potentially bringing 
together the worship of more than one saint of the name, while St Parasceva of Tyr- 
novo (Petka) was a historical figure whose cult spread throughout the Balkans: in Bul- 
garia, Serbia, and then Moldavia until it finally reached Rus"! . Indeed, as М. Kuczyn- 
ska indicates, the almost complete lack of biographical data has made this character 
highly conventionalised, by reference to a type of ascetic enriched by the hesychast 
ideas”. 

The author of her Life was Euthymius”, the Patriarch, and its oldest copy dates from 
around 1380, which was ordered by Ivan Shishman 5, the Tsar of Bulgaria. Gregory 
Tsamblak, the disciple of Euthymius, described the translation of her relics to Vidin 
(1394-1395), and further, to Belgrade, in 1398. Tsamblak most likely was an eye wit- 


* R. BISKUPSKI, Warsztat malarstwa ikonowego drugiej ćwierci XV wieku, Materiały Budownictwa Lu- 
dowego w Sanoku 14 (1971), pp. 47-50. Cf. V.I. ANTONOVA, N.E. MNIEVA, Katalog drevnerusskoj 
Zivopisi, 1, Moskva 1963, p. 319, note 2. 


* A.I. ROGOV, Petka Tyrnovska v vostoćnoslavjanskoj pismennosti i iskusstvie, (in:) Rusko-balkanski 
kulturni vràzki prez srednovekovieto, Sofia 1982, p. 166. 


° Ch. WALTER, The Portrait of Saint Paraskeve, (in:) Pictures as language, London 2000, pp. 392-393. 
The National Museum in Cracow would feel honoured to have possesion of as much as three St Parasceva 
icons dated to that time, but the correction should be made — only one icon in Ch. Walter's list belongs to 
the collection of the National Museum in Cracow — ibidem, pos. 4. The icons mentioned in the list under 1, 
3, 6 and 7 are, in fact, the one and the same St Parasceva icon from U$cie Gorlickie, preserved in the His- 
torical Museum in Sanok; Icon no 7 does not come from Uden, the Netherlands, but it was only exposed 
there as a part of the exhibition of icons from the Historical Museum in Sanok. The icon no 5 is not in the 
National Museum in Cracow but in the Museum of Folk Architecture in Sanok (from Zohatyn) and no 9, at 
present is at the Museum of Lancut as a deposit and belongs to the National Museum in Warsaw. 


7 The selected bibliography on St Parasceva: E. BAKALOVA, La vie de Sainte Parascéve de Tyrnovo 
dans l'art balkanique du Bas Moyen Age, BBg. 5 (1978); E. MINEVA, Nepublikuvani vizantijski stichiri za 
sv. Petka Tarnovska ot XV vek, Palaeobulgarica 20 (1996), 3, pp. 85-95; M. PETROVA, Kam väprosa za 
jużnoslavjanskite prevodi na Zitieto na maćenica Paraskeva-Petka Rimljanka, Palaeobulgarica 20 (1996), 
2, pp. 83-109; J. STRADOMSKI, Swieta Paraskewia (Petka) w literaturze, kulturze i duchowosci Slowian 
potudniowych i wschodnich, (in:) Swieci w kulturze i duchowosci dawnej i wspólczesnej Europy, ed. W. 
STEPNIAK-MINCZEWA, Z.J. KIJAS, Kraków 1999, pp. 83-93; D.I. MURESAN, Autour de l'élément politique 
du culte en Moldavie de sainte Parascéve la Jeune 
(http://www .revistanorii.com/10/Dan_loan_Muresan_Sainte_Parasceve.html). 


* M. KUCZYŃSKA, Południowosłowiańska poezja liturgiczna w zbiorach bibliotek polskich, Szczecin 
2003, p. 138. 


? Prostranno żitie na Petka Tàrnovska ot Patriach Evtimij, (in:) Starobalgarska literatura, ed. K. 
IVANOVA, 4, Sofija 1986, pp. 191-202; commentary — ibidem, pp. 574-575. 


ЮУ. VELCEV, E. GEORGIEV, P. DAVIDOV, Istorija na bälgarskata literatura, (in:) Starobàlgarska lit- 
eratura, 1, ed. К. IVANOVA, 4, Sofija 1986, pp. 297, 331-332; E.I. DEMINA, "Zitie Рей” Evfimija Tyr- 
novskogo v novobolgarskoj pis'mennosti, (in:) Tarnovska kniżovna škola, 2, Veliko Tarnovo 1976, p. 183- 
gives the time frame of 1376-1382; К. IVANOVA, Novoizvodnite tarnovski sbornici i vàprosàt za roljata na 
patriarh Evtimij v technija prevod, (in:) Starobàlgarska literatura, 1991, p. 134: 80 of the 14 c., the Author 
informs that the most up to date literature is to be found in Sbornik Zografski. 
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ness of this event". The manuscript (dated 1483) and preserved in the Rylski Monas- 
tery”? is regarded to be the oldest copy of her Life, together with the Tsamblak copy. 
The presence of Parasceva in the central- and northern Rus' mineias, as well as the ap- 
pearance of the copies of her life? were noted very soon. The copies of services which 
were held min her honor preserved in Polish libraries have been recently described by 
M. Kuczynska'*. There are 41 manuscripts in total, including 21 from the 16th century, 
one from the turn of 17th century, 14 of the 17th century and 5 from the 18th century. 
It seems remarkable that the chronological distribution of these manuscripts reveals a 
certain analogy in regards to the number of St Parasceva icons preserved in museum 
collections ^. 


The National Museum in Cracow (Poland): 

1. St Parasceva, icon with 12 scenes of her life (on the sides and at the bottom), 
15th c., 110x84 cm, inv. No XVIII-57, bought ca. 1900 (ill. 1)! 

2. St Parasceva Venerable Martyr of Christ, icon with 8 scenes of her life (on the 
sides), 2nd half of the 17th c., 15 c., 115x92 cm, inv. No XVIII-63, bought ca. 
1900 

3. St Parasceva Venerable Martyr of Christ, icon with 14 scenes of her life (fram- 
ing the middle area from four sides), 17th-18th c., 82,5x50 cm, inv. ХУШ-137, 
offered by Н. Dąbczańska in 1905! 

The Historical Museum in Sanok (Poland): 

1. St Petka of Tyrnovo, icon with 12 scenes of her life (on the sides and at the bot- 
tom), 15th c., 134 x 89 cm, from U$cie Gorlickie (former U$cie Ruskie), St 
Parasceva of Tyrnov Church, inv. 985 (ill. 2)” 

Museum of Folk Architecture in Sanok (Poland): 

1. St Parasceva Martyr, icon with 10 scenes of her life (on the sides and at the bot- 
tom), 15th c., 137 x 87 cm, from Zohatyn, St. Demetrius of Thessalonica 
Church, inv. 195720 

2. St Petka, icon with 8 scenes of her life (on the sides), 16th c., 129 x 81 cm, from 
Krempna, St. Cosma and Damian Church, inv. 385°! 


'' VELCEV, GEORGIEV, DAVIDOV, Istorija na bälgarskata literatura, p. 331-332; PoloZen razkaz za 
prenasjane na mostite na Petka Tarnovska vav Vidin i Belgrad ot Grigorij Camblak, (in:) Starobàlgarska 
literatura, ed. K. IVANOVA, 4, Sofija 1986, p. 624; commentary — ibidem, pp. 624-626. 


12 Ibidem, p. 625. 

? DEMINA, "йе Petki" Evfimija Tyrnovskogo..., p. 183. 

^ KUCZYNSKA, Poludniowoslowianska poezja liturgiczna, p. 126-187. 
? Known from the following publications. 

6 J. KŁOSIŃSKA, Ikony, Kraków 1973, cat. 44. 

7 Ibidem, cat. 139. 

? Ibidem, cat. 140. 


i Najpiekniejsze ikony w zbiorach polskich, introduction B. DAB-KALINOWSKA, Olszanica 2001, 
p. 132. 


2 Tbidem, p. 130. 
?! Ibidem, p. 133. 
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3. St Petka, icon with 8 scenes of her life (on the sides), 16th c., 124,5 x 99,5 cm, 

Solina, Transfiguration Church, inv. 28042? 
The National Museum in Warsaw (Poland): 

1. St Parasceva, icon with 12 scenes of her life (on the sides and at the bottom), 

late 15th c.-early 16th c. 150 x 110 cm, unknown provenance, inv. 73147? 
The National Museum of the Przemysl Region (Poland): 

1. St Parasceva (name not visible), icon with 8 scenes of her life (on the sides), 
16th c. 107,5 x 86 cm, from Wola Krzywiecka nearby Przemysl, inv. M. P. H. 
370 

The Lviv National Museum of Ukrainian Art (Ukraine): 

1. St Parasceva, icon with 2 scenes of her life (on the sides at the bottom), 16th c., 
from Busovyska” 

2. Christ Pantocrator and St Parasceva with 8 scenes of her life, 16th c., from 
Daliowa (Poland) 

3. St Petka Venerable Martyr of Christ, icon with 10 scenes of her life (on the sides 
and at the bottom), middle of the 16th c., 134 x 86,5 x 2,3 cm, from Novy Jar, St 
Paraceve of Tyrnov Church? 

4. St Parasceva, icon with 10 scenes of her life (on the sides and at the bottom), 
middle of the 16th c., 141 x 103 cm, from Królowa Ruska (Poland), St Mary's 
Nativity Church, inv. 3661178 

5. St Parasceva (name not visible) with 6 scenes of her life (on the sides), from 
Lyżivka, 16 c.” 

Studite Monastery in Lviv (Ukraine): 

1. St Petka, fragment of an icon with ? scenes of her life (on the sides and (?) at the 

bottom), 16 c., Turka region” 
Sari$ Museum in Bardejov (Slovakia): 

1. St Petka, icon with 10 scenes of her life (on the sides and at the bottom), 

127x91°' 


2 Ibidem, p. 131. 
2 R. BISKUPSKI, Ikony w zbiorach polskich, Warszawa 1991, cat. 25. 


= Ikony ze zbiorów Muzeum Okręgowego w Przemyślu, ed. B. KIWAŁA, J. BURZYŃSKA, Kraków 1981, 
21, ill. 27. 


? I SVJENCICKIJ, Ikony Halyckoj Ukrainy XV-XVI vikiv. Zbirki Ukrains'kogo Nacional’noho Muzeju u 
L'vovi, L' viv 1929, pl. 12, ill. 18. 


? Tbidem, pl. 34, ill. 50. 


?' Ukrains'ke narodne maljarstvo ХШ-ХХ stolit’. Al'bom, ей. V.I. SVIENCIC’KA, V.P. OTKOVYĆ, Kyiv 
1991, cat. 9. 


? Ukrainian Medieval Painting, ed. Н. LOHVYN, L. MILYAEVA, V. SVIENTSITSKA, Kyiv 1976, pl. 
CVII. 


? SVIENCICKY), Ikony, pl. 83, ill. 123. 
9 0.5. DMITRUK, Ukrains’ke sakral'ne mystectvo z kolekcii „Studion”, 1, L' viv 2005, ill. at p. 53. 


1$. TKAC, Ikony stowackie od ХИ do XIX wieku, transl. A. Czcibor-Piotrowski, Warszawa 1984, 
cat. 44. 


e 


cat. 
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As we can see, the size of all these icons indicates that they were placed in an ico- 
nostasis bottom row as namiestnye icons, which gives the evidence of their importance 
or, alternatively, of the saint's patronage of the church for which they were originally 
intended. 

Late 19th century researchers of Ukrainian folk beliefs, such as N. Sumuov, identi- 
fied the personification process in regards to Good Friday as days preceding a given 
feast and their multiplication, expressed first i in and directly from in the Story of Twelve 
Fridays (Skazanie o dvenadcati piatnicach)" . Each was supposed to be associated with 
protection from a specific misfortune. The convergence and even identitities of apoc- 
ryphal Ukrainian tales of Piatnica with stories of Holy Sunday were also suggested. A 
few years ago, G. Minczew took up the subject in a thesis devoted to the interdepend- 
ence of high and low culture”. The author pointed out that this tale had been translated 
from Greek into Bulgarian during the 12" or13th centuries and written down in several 
surviving copies”. Friday was dedicated to St Petka, patroness of women’s tasks, 
guardian of midwives, protector from diseases striking women and children; her identi- 
fication with the Saint Parasceva of Tyrnovo was the result of merging a folk etymol- 
Oy with a number of Orthodox saints with the same name from the Orthodox calen- 
dar”. The nearness in the calendar of days dedicated to St Parasceva-Petka, a Roman 
martyr from the times of Antoninus (2nd century AD, with a feast day of August 8), 
and the Iconian Parasceva, a martyr from the times of Diocletian (feast day of October 
28), and then the Epibatian (Thracian, Calicratian, and then Tyrnovian) hermit of the 
second half of the 10th century” (feast day of October 27), led to the merging of these 
two forms of sainthood, that of recluse and martyr, creating in effect a single Petka, 
Epibatian or Tyrnovian, but also Roman and Iconian. Another reason for the confusion 
is the custom of distinguishing saints with toponyms, hence St Petka the Tyrnovian 
was known as Epibatian from her native town, Thracian from her region, and also as 
either the "New" or the “Younger” because of her later life and cult, Calicratian from 
where she died and where her body was entombed, but she was most commonly known 
as Tyrnovian from the capital of Bulgaria, where her special cult emerged following 
the transfer of her relics there by the Tsar Ivan Asen II in 1230-1231. She was also 
known as "the Bulgarian" and later as "the Serbian" after her relics had been moved to 
Belgrade. Once her remains had been carried to Constantinople in 1521 and then to 
Jassy in the middle of the 17th century, she became known as the Jassian Parasceva””. 


32 N.R. SUMUOV, Ocerki istorii juzno-russkich apokrificeskich, skazanii i piesn', Kiev 1888, pp. 121- 
123. 


33 G. MINCZEW, Święta księga — ikona — obrzęd, Łódź 2003, p. 173. 
* Ibidem, p. 177. 
* Ibidem, p. 184. 


?? G. VALTCHINOVA states that she lived in the late 10th or the early 11th century (EADEM, «Visages 
nationaux», p. 97); А.І. ROGOV — [ИВ c. (IDEM, Petka Tyrnovska, р. 160), М. KUCZYNSKA — 12th c. 
(EADEM, Potudniowostowianska poezja liturgiczna, p. 126). 


?' Jan III Sobieski, king of Poland tried to take the relics away but without success — only those of St 
John of Suceava were taken to Żółkiew in 1680 and returned in 1783 — M. SOKOŁOWSKI, O malarstwie na 
Rusi z powodu wystawy archeologicznej lwowskiej, Lwów 1886, p. 9. 
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In essence, Greek Paraskeue means Preparations, the day before the Sabbath, and it 
is personified as such, for example, in the Homilies of Gregory Nazianzen (IX c., 
Paris. Grec. 510, fol. 285), a fact mentioned by Ch. Walter”. In the said Homilies, it 
refers to the Passion of Christ. Naturally, this did not exclude historical martyrs of the 
same name, of which the most popular ones were those already mentioned from 
Iconium (October 28) and Epibatai (October 14). Based on surviving Slavic Church 
manuscripts from the territories of the Polish Commonwealth, Naumow determined 
that worship of St. Parasceva Petka the Tyrnovian (October 14) was much stronger 
than that of St. Parasceva Piatnica the Iconian (October 28), his conclusion confirmed 
by 40 different surviving offices”. Hymns, lives and naturally icons were also pre- 
served. Biskupski arrived at the same conclusions on the evidence presented by a num- 
ber of surviving icons and church patronages”. 

It should be reminded that while in the scholarly literature the genesis of Parasceva 
was connected with the Good Friday celebrations, as the saint was supposed to be a 
personification of this feast, in the folk tradition the situation was presented quite dif- 
ferently — the saint was born on Good Friday and that was the reason why her apocry- 
phal parents — Agathon and Politeia, gave her such a name. 


Gregory Tsamblak - following the *Solun brothers" 


There are mysterious circumstances which surround the destruction of the oldest 
Life of St. Parasceva, the saint "famous in the Kalikratia region". According to Ch. 
Walter the destruction was carried on by order of the Patriarch of Constantinople Niko- 
las IV Muzalon (1147-1151) who blamed the first version for its failure to describe the 
Saint’s angelic life in due way*!, whereas in the opinion of J. Stradomski the objections 
against it were raised because of its excessively “popular character" ^*. 

A. Naumow ascertained that the Vilnius collection includes an extensive life of St 
Parasceva by the Patriarch Euthymius? . The Metropolitan, Gregory Tsamblak, in his 
work, "Word on the Transfer of the Relics of St. Petka to Belgrade" (in Polish, "Slowo 
o przeniesieniu relikwii sw. Petki do Belgradu”) described the translatio or transfer of 
the body of the martyr. Interestingly, two 17th century religious polemists: Lew 
Krewza (1617) and bishop Sylwester Kossow (1635) unanimously agreed that Gregory 
Tsamblak contributed to the introduction of her cult. Krevza believed Tsamblak had 


38 WALTER, The Portrait of Saint Paraskeve, p. 383. 

3 A. NAUMOW, Substrat potudniowostowianski w cyrylickich rekopisach liturgicznych dawnej Rzeczy- 
pospolitej, (т:) Wiara i Historia. Z dziejów literatury cerkiewno-stowianskiej na ziemiach polsko-litew- 
skich, Bialystok 1996, p. 49. 

40 BISKUPSKI, Warsztat malarstwa ikonowego, р. 49. Yet G. Valtchinova stated that “Sainte Paraskeva 
d'Iconium est la moins bien caractérisée de toutes les trois. Mis à part le détail concernant sa mort sous 
Dioclétien (284-304), sa Vie se réduit au martyre. Décrite de facon détailllée, sa Passion montre plusieurs 
similitudes avec celle de la Romaine. Trés populaire chez les Russes et les Ukrainiens, elle reste peu connue 
en milieu balkanique." — EADEM, «Visages nationaux», p. 103. 


^! WALTER, The Portrait of Saint Paraskeve, p. 385. 
42 STRADOMSKI, Swieta Paraskewia (Petka), p. 85. 


* Author has located an unknown transcript of an office to the Saint in the library in Vilnius: 
NAUMOW, Substrat poludniowostowianski, p. 51. 
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wanted to make her the protector of Rus', while Bishop Sylwester Kossow attributed to 
Tsamblak the introduction of her feast and the writing of a Life of the Tyrnovian 
Parasceva. '* The same opinion was expressed by St. Dymitr Rostovski, who said in his 
"Catalogue of Kiev Metropolitans" that Tsamblak was the author of the "Life of St 
Parasceva" and that Tsamblak had made October 14 her feast day to be celebrated 
throughout his metropolitan province?. 

The opinion that the author of the saint's life was Tsamblak, and not Euthymius, 
had appeared in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth for a long time. It was appar- 
ently connected with the Metropolitan's role as a fervent apostle of the martyr's cult in 
Rus. 

As the first corpus of texts used in Bulgaria had appeared in the 13" century, and it 
already included the feast day of October 14, which contributed to the saint s image as 
being the patron of the tsar's family and tsarist state; therefore, it may have been of 
special importance for the Metropolitan. He may have wanted to use this aspect of her 
worship in connection with a particular ethnos. Tsambłak was ałso said to have propa- 
gated the worship of other Balkan and Moldavian-Volhynian saints in Rus’, including 
Saint John of Suceava and the Serbian king Stefan of Degany*’. It was in Serbia that 
the Tsamblak's relation of her relics transfer, as well as a new version of her services, 
and the laudatory word in honour of St Demetrius of Saloniki was written”. It is there- 
fore understandable why both Naumow and Stradomski believed that the Eastern 
Church in the Polish Commonwealth consciously drew on Balkan traditions, presuma- 
bly not simply due to, as bishop Anatolij (Kuznecov) in his paper observed, education 
and culture had been transmitted together with Christianity from Byzantium to Rus' 
through Bulgaria”. 

The Metropolitan's biography and positions, as reconstructed in the context of writ- 
ten sources is of considerable interest . He was well-educated, broad-minded and was 
fortunate enough to get to know the monastic circles of Constantinople, Mount Athos, 
Serbia and Moldavia, although the specific findings are controversial. In various ver- 


# Ibidem, loc. cit. 
45 ROGOV, Реа Tyrnovska, р. 165; STRADOMSKI, Swieta Paraskewia (Petka), p. 89. 


* I. STEBELSKI, Dwa wielkie światła na horyzoncie połockim z cieniów zakonnych powstające, czyli 
żywoty SS. Panien y Matek Eufrozyny y Parascewii [...], 2, Wilno 1782, pp. 36-38 — Cf. BEGUNOV, The 
Creative Heritage, p. 293. 


4 А. JACIMIRSKIJ, Grigorij Camblak". Ocerk ego žizni, administrativnoj i kniżnoj dejatel nosti, S.- 
Peterburg 1904, pp. 148-150, 426. 


# D.S. RADOJCIC, Camblak, Grigorije, (in:) Enciklopedija Jugoslavija, 2, Zagreb 1956, pp. 319-320; 
BEGUNOV, The Creative Heritage, p. 38. 


” Bishop ANATOLIJ (KUZNIECOV), Zabytki chrześcijańskiej kultury Dawnej Rusi i ich znaczenie teo- 
logiczne, (in:) Teologia i kultura duchowa Starej Rusi, Lublin 1993, p. 198. Cf. STRADOMSKI, Święta 
Paraskewia (Petka), p. 92. Vilnius cycles, of the Tyrnovian Parasceva and John of Suceava, recently at- 
tracted the attention of Bulgarian researchers, who analyzed them — S.J. TEMCIN, Gimnograficeskoe 
tvorcestvo Grigorija Camblaka: vil'njusskij spisok slużby s Zitiem loannu Novomu Sucavskomu, 2 VI, (in:) 
Krakowsko-wilenskie studia slawistyczne 2, ed. S. TEMCINAS, Kraków 1997, p. 143; D. KENANOV, Za tri 
vilnjuski prepisa na Evtimievoto Zitie za sv. Petka Tärnovska, (in:) Krakowsko-wilenskie studia slawi- 
styczne 2, ed. S. TEMCINAS, Kraków 1997, p. 231. 


50 Calendarium of metropolite’s life: BEGUNOV, The Creative Heritage, pp. 571-573. 
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sions of his biography, Tsamblak is linked with Serbia as much as with Lithuania, Red 
Ruthenia, Kievian Rus’, Moldavia and naturally Bulgaria, where he was educated spir- 
itiually at the renowned school of Euthymius in Tyrnovo, Bulgaria’s capital. An illus- 
trious thinker, reformer, erudite and worshipper of Bulgarian and other saints, the Met- 
ropolitan presumably introduced St Parasceva’s cult or at least contributed to the 
intensification of its worship in Moldavia and Rus’”'. Although, numerous disagree- 
ments and misunderstanding regarding his heritage arose later. 

It is almost generally agreed that Gregory Tsamblak resided at Mount Athos, yet the 
opinions diverge on whether he stayed in St Athanasius Lavra, in St Paul's or perhaps 
in the Zografou Monasteries’. Afterwards, he was the igumenos of the Pantocrator 
Monastery in Constantinople, and then, of the Decany Monastery in Serbia. In 1401” 
he arrived in Moldavia as the envoy of Mathew, the Patriarch of Constantinople and 
stayed there longer. However, F. J. Thomson shows restraint in regard to this idea, as 
well as to the likely reason of his stay as a preacher at the cathedral church of Suceava, 
contributing to the establishment or perhaps even inspiring the cult of St. John the New 
(John of Suceava, Trebizond, and Beograd)”. Even though M. Kuczyńska stated that 
the authorship of the Life of John of Suceava was less questioned by researchers than 
the service in his honor”, Е. J. Thomson stated categorically that attributing Vita of St 
John of Trebizond to Tsamblak “is definitely erroneously", as it was based on identify- 
ing him with “Gregory, a monk and presbyter in the Great Church of Moldovalakhia”. 
Further, in regards to the author of this Life, he drew the conclusion that its content 
indicates that it was written after the Hospodar Alexander's death in 143279, This opin- 
ion is, however, criticised by those scholars who claim that Tsamblak was in fact the 
author of the new martyr's life”. Interestingly, St John's cult in the 17th century 


>" Cf. V. TAPKOVA-ZAIMOVA, Praznično slovo za sv. Dymitàr Solunski ot Grigorij Camblak, (in:) Tàr- 
novska kniZovna Skola, 3, pp. 61-65; N. DONCEVA-PANAJOTOVA, Neizvestno (treto) pochvalno slovo za 
velikomäcenik Georgi Pobedonosec ot Grigorij Camblak, (in:) Tàrnovska kniZovna Skola, 6, Veliko Tär- 
novo 1999, pp. 19-38; К. IVANOVA, Pochvalno slovo za pärvomäcenik Stefan ot Grigorij Camblak, Staro- 
bälgarska literatura 18 (1985), pp. 93-105. 


32 N. DONCEVA-PANAJOTOVA, Grigorij Camblak, p. 128, 130; J.K. BEGUNOV, The Creative Heritage, 
p. 571. Thomson is of a different opinion, i.e. that there are no grounds to state that he were there at all — 
IDEM, Gregory Tsamblak, pp. 25-27. 


>? Ibidem, р. 134. 


54 THOMSON, Gregory Tsamblak, pp. 31, 39. Cf. E. BAKALOVA, Camblakovoto "Mucenie na sveti Joan 
Novi" v rumänskata monumentalna Zivopis ot XVI-XVII vek, Palaeobulgarica XV (1991), 4, pp. 56-77; 
A. NAUMOV, О eklezjologii Grzegorza Camblaka, prawosławnego metropolity kijowskiego, (in:) Wiara 
1 Historia. Z dziejów literatury cerkiewno-słowiańskiej na ziemiach polsko-litewskich, Białystok 1996, 
pp. 65-66. 


? KUCZYŃSKA, Południowosłowiańska poezja liturgiczna, p. 110; BEGUNOV, The Creative Heritage, 
p. 34 — quotes the testimony of a 16th century Serbian editor who considered Tsamblak to be the author of 
the life and service in honour of the Saint. 


% ЕЈ. THOMSON, Gregory Tsamblak, notes 195, 204. A considerable group of the earlier scholars made 
similar conjectures based on one sentence from the “Martydom of John the New”, where the said hospodar 
was mentioned — Cf. BEGUNOV, The Creative Heritage, p. 70. 

У Cf. rec. D.M. BULANIN, Mify o Grigori Camblake i mifoborcestvo F. Tomsona, Russkaja literatura 
2000, 2, p. 211-216; DONCEVA-PANAJOTOVA, Grigorij Camblak, p. 135; M. KUCZYŃSKA, Grzegorza 
СатЫ ака „Nabozenstwo ku czci sw. Jana Nowego Suczawskiego, 2 VI”, (in:) Literatura i jezyk rosyjski w 
$wiecie, ed. E. KUCHARSKA, Szczecin 1993. 
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seemed to be more important in Rus' than in Moldavia, which finds confirmation in the 
Trebnik of metropolitan Peter Mohyla”. 

S. Kozuharov attributed to Tsamblak the Life of St John the New and the services 
devoted to him, rejecting the old assumption of A.I. Jacymirski that the service was 
created in the 16" century only and asserted, on the basis of a literary analysis, that it 
served later as a model for a service in honour of St Stephen of Detany, the king of 
Serbia”. In the opinion of J. K. Begunov, the life and service in honour of St Stephen 
of Dečani were written two years earlier than the service in honour of St John of 
Suceava (around 1400). The author links the writing of St Stephen's service in honor of 
St Stephen with Tsamblak's stay in Serbia, where around the year 1399 the story about 
translation of the relics of St Parasceva and the service in her honour were written”. Its 
appears that the above discrepancy of views reflects the divergent opinions about the 
sequence of Gregory Tsamblak's journeys, for example in the older literature it was 
suggested that Gregory went to Moldavia first and then, after 1402, to Serbia". 

The chronology presented recently in the extensive monographs by N. Donćeva- 
Panajotova and J. K. Begunov is more convincing. According to them, Tsamblak was 
in Serbia before 1400, where he was an eye-witness to the translation of St Parasceva's 
relics and wrote an account of this event at that time. From 1401 to 1406 he stayed in 
Moldavia, where he composed the life and service in honour of St John the New, 
whose relics were transferred from Akerman (Belgorod) to Suceava in Moldavia in 
1402”. Thereafter Tsamblak became the superior of tov IIAvvopiqtov Monastery in 
Constantinople. This event is mentioned in the Lament (Мад гровмое) on the Death of 
the Metropolitan Cyprian delivered during his funeral at the Assumption Cathedral in 
the Kremlin, Moscow in 140953. Later, after the death of Photius, the Metropolitan of 
Moscow, he appeared in 1414 as the newly elected metropolitan of Kiev and of All 
Rus'. The election was approved by the synod in Novogrodok on November 15, 1415, 
despite the objections of Euthymius, the patriarch of Constantinople". The Metropoli- 
tan had also happened to appear at the Council of Constance. He arrived there as the 
envoy of Vladislaus Jagiello, the king of Poland and Vitold, the Grand Duke of Lithua- 
nia, speaking in the presence of bishops from East and West, as well as of the Pope 
Martin V, appealing to the abolishment of the Eastern Schism and to restoring the unity 


58 NAUMOV, Substrat południowosłowiański, p. 52-53. 


59 $. KOZUHAROV, Tärnovskata kniżovna škola i razvitieto na chimnićnata poezja у starata balgarska 
literatura, (in:) Tàrnovska kniZovna škola, Veliko Tarnovo 1971, p. 309. I. PETKOVA, Zitieto na Stefan 
Decanski ot Grigorij Camblak i njakoi problemi na narodnostnoto samosäznanie avtora, (in:) Tàrnovska 
knizovna Skola, 6, Veliko Tarnovo 1999, p. 451-452. Kondak and tropar of the service in honor of St 
Stephen of Dečani were published as early as in 1494 by hieromonakh Makarij, and the whole service was 
published in Venice in 1536-1538, then in Sebes in Transylvania in 1580, and in 1647 r. in Moscow zbornik 
— BEGUNOV, The Creative Heritage, p. 22. 


60 BEGUNOV, The Creative Heritage, p. 571. 

ê! The opinions are reviewed by: THOMSON, Gregory Tsamblak, p. 45. 

€  DONCEVA-PANAJOTOVA, Grigorij Camblak, p. 135; BEGUNOV, The Creative Heritage, p. 571. 
63 THOMSON, Gregory Tsamblak, p. 51; BEGUNOV, The Creative Heritage, р. 76. 

64 JACIMIRSKU, Grigorij Camblak, р. 468. 
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of Churches by means of dialogue”. Gregory Tsamblak died probably soon afterwards, 
in the beginning of 1420 in Kiev®. King Jagiello informed the Pope with sorrow: ,[...] 
cor meum multis exuberat tristitiis, quod ille Greg(orius) antistes, Mac(ed)o [...] ab 
hac luce est sublatus [.. | 

N. Donéeva-Panajotova proved the profound significance of the Metropolitan 's ac- 
tivities, pointing to the references to him in more than thirty Rus' chronicles, and em- 
phasizing the great value of his creative achievements”. In this context the religious 
foundations of Vladislaus Jagiello should be recalled, a Polish King who had endowed 
the major Gothic churches of Poland with interior decorations consisting of frescoes 
composed according to an Orthodox iconographic programme. This consistent policy 
should be perceived in connection with the general project of Church Union drawn by 
Gregory Tsamblak at the Council of Constance, as well as in the context of the mis- 
sion, entrusted to the Metropolite by both Vitold, the Grand Duke of Lithuania as well 
as Jagiello, the Polish King, who promoted him to the Metropolitan See of Kiev. 

It seems worth noticing that in Lublin, a town situated on the route leading from 
Cracow (then the Polish capital) to Lithuania, and close to the Rus'-Polish border- 
land, a castle chapel was decorated with new frescoes in the Orthodox style in 1418. 
Barely three years earlier Vladislaus Jagiello had ordered the relics of the Holy Cross, 
which were allegedly coming from Constantine the Great, to be transferred there”. It 
was just about the same time, on Friday, February 25th, 1418 (in the fourth year of the 
Council of Constance) that the Metropolitan Tsamblak, while standing in front of the 
Pope Martin V, directed to him the message regarding the union of the two Churches. 


St Parasceva in the Art 


Parasceva's artistic iconography was described most completely by A. Rogov”. 
E. Bakalova did the same with regard to Balkan art”? and a superficial review was pre- 
sented by Ch. Walter, who emphasized the osmosis of legends about saints of the same 


65 More on this subject: С. PARVEV, Konstanckijat sabor i ucastieto na Grigorij Camblak v nego, (in:) 
Tarnovska kniZovna skola, 2, Sofia 1980, pp. 484-500; NAUMOV, О eklezjologii Grzegorza Camblaka, p. 
72-80; I. POPOVA, Misijata na Grigorij Camblak na sàbora v gr. Konstanc (1414-1418) — za ili sreśtu unija 
mezdu Istocnata i Zapadnata carkva, Bàlgarska istoriceska biblioteka 2000, 1, р. 39-44; BEGUNOV, The 
Creative Heritage, p. 166-195; 404-411. 


$ DONCEVA-PANAJOTOVA, Grigorij Camblak, p. 189. 

?' Letter of 1421-1422 — Cf. BEGUNOV, The Creative Heritage, p. 195. 

$ Tbidem, p. 187. 

© Until the 16th century Lublin was considered a potential capital of the Polish-Lithuanian State. 


7 BEGUNOV, The Creative Heritage, p. 191. In the opinion of A. Rózycka Bryzek, the author of the 
monography on the Lublin frescoes, the Tsamblak mission took place too late to be considered as an expla- 
nation of the facts which happened in the first years of the Jagiello's reign, although she did not exclude 
that in the future some sources be revealed which would support the idea of the pro-union function of the 
Eastern paintings in the Poland during the Jagiello’s reign — EADEM, Bizantynsko-ruskie malowidła w kap- 
licy Zamku Lubelskiego, Warszawa 1983, p. 152. The scholar returned to this subject in 2000 stating that 
“[...] the hypothesis linking the described frescoes with the pro-union activities has not been confirmed in 
the written sources" — EADEM, Freski bizantynsko-ruskie, p. 14. 


1! Rocov, Река Tyrnovska. 
72 А . А 
BAKALOVA, La vie de Sainte Parascéve. 
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name’. St Petka’s presence in the culture of southern and eastern Slavs was discussed 
by J. Stradomski ^. 

It should be kept in mind that this type of St Parasceva image, where she is holding 
her head (“cephalophorus”), was popular in the Balkans but rather unknown in Ruthe- 
nian art. In listing icons of St Parasceva preserved in Poland and Slovakia, Walter indi- 
cated merely that the cross and monk's habit remained the sole attributes". St Paras- 
ceva's cult can be measured by the striking number of cycles illustrating the life of the 
saint on the walls of Moldavian churches and Ruthenian icons from the end of the 15th 
and early 16th century. Moldavian and Ruthenian cycles are interesting because of 
their number, but also because of their early date. One of the most elaborate and impos- 
ing cycles appears on the western facade of an early 16th century church in Arbore in 
Moldavia (ill. 3). E. Bakalova made a presumption that the introduction of St Paras- 
ceva into the iconography of Moldavian paintings were based on the literary tradition 
of St Euthymius in the 16th century, creating in this way the source of its spreading 
within the Balkans”. The icons painted within the boundaries of the Kingdom of Po- 
land and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, connected with Lesser Poland and Red Rus', 
follow a uniform model of a frontal representation of Parasceva, invariably with a cross 
as an attribute held in the raised right hand and panels on three sides, illustrating epi- 
sodes from her life, from birth until martyrdom. The attention is drawn by the archaic 
nature of motifs, a fixedness of the canon with heavily draped folds so distant from the 
lightness of the Paleologue style, the frequent introduction of an oversized open-crown 
motif and the wealth of comments accompanying every scene. In modern-age icons, 
the saint holds a palm in her left hand. The Gothicizing quality of some of the icons is a 
local mark, observable especially in the inscriptions, the sophisticated lettering evi- 
dently meant to add splendour to the represented figure. 

One of the oldest images of St Parasceva is her depiction in the Orthodox fresco cy- 
cle in the Lublin castle, dated 1418, showing her up from the waist, holding a cross and 
a book (ill. 4). According to A. Rózycka Bryzek, it is more corresponding to its origi- 
nal concept as personification of the Day of Jesus Passion, painted in the field above 
the Deposition from the Cross, symbolically closing the narration about the Jesus Pas- 
sion". However, one of the oldest icons of St Parasceva and a typical example for the 
region in question is a 15th-century icon in the collection of the National Museum in 
Cracow (ill. 1). Brief comments, scrupulously illustrated in particular fields, should 
provoke a search for the literary source which could be the basis of the composition. 
The lack of such a comparison is experienced when it is known that the diversity of the 
scenes in the different icons of the saint indicates the complexity of the literary tradi- 
tion. In spite of it, it seems to be important to commence this comparing the lives 
known from the preserved medieval manuscripts of St Parasceva, St Nikolas or Dimi- 


7 WALTER, The Portrait of Saint Paraskeve, p. 385. 

74 STRADOMSKI, Święta Paraskewia (Petka), p. 83-93. 

” WALTER, The Portrait of Saint Paraskeve, p. 392-394. 
76 BAKALOVA, La vie de Sainte Parascéve, p. 208. 


7 A. RÓŻYCKA BRYZEK, Freski bizantyńsko-ruskie fundacji Jagiełły w kaplicy Zamku Lubelskiego, 
Lublin 2000, p. 105, ill. 88. 
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tros of Saloniki with the oldest icons from our region, which has not been done yet. 
The cooperation of philologists and historian of art, studying independently both tradi- 
tions: literary and pictorial, would be conducive to this undertaking. Meanwhile, we 
need to answer the question whether the painters used the specific manuscripts in prac- 
tice or whether the final image was the result of the legends heard and repeated; that is 
the oral transmission, which would have had a stronger impact on the creation of picto- 
rial compilation following the combination of the different lives. Moreover, the written 
tradition included various complications resulting from merging the different older 
transmissions "5. 

It is also difficult to say to what extent the similarity between icons so distant in 
time can be construed as confirmation of the popularity of a single version of the 
saint's life. Perhaps it was due to painting the successive copies. The merging of the 
martyr's life and the hermit's life, that is, the Roman-Iconian and the Tyrnovian-New 
one could be deemed proof of the latter assumption. R. Biskupski reported an excep- 
tional combination of the lives of St Parasceva Piatnica and St Parasceva the Tyrnovian 
in a 16th century icon from Daliowa^, where the panels on the left are supposed to 
illustrate the life of St Parasceva the Tyrnovian and those on the right that of Piatnica 
(Ш. 5). 


St Parasceva and the Pagan Idols 


Interesting feature of this, as well as other icons is the said archaising quality of the 
images. One example is the unique motif of idols in a sanctuary, knocked off a pedestal 
by the holy power of the Cross, shown on the Cracow icon (ill. 5). A similar idol is 
present in a 13th century icon of St Catherine of Alexandria from the monastery on Mt 
Sinai (ill. 6); here, too, the idol is present in a separated space, concealed inside an ar- 
chitectural structure, resembling a ciborium. The prototype of this image goes back to 
Roman times, as indicated by a similar motif of a male deity with a lance in one hand 
and Victory in the other, appearing on a coin of Septimius Severus minted in Antioch 
in Pisidia (ill. 7) or on the mosaic in synagogue in Dura Europos (before 256) depicting 
knocking off the idols in the temple. We can compare it with a medal of Constantine I, 
crowned with the hand of God or of Mars (?) armed with a shield, also leaning on a 
lance, shown on a sword from Roman period (160 AD) discovered in the Hromovka 
village in the Ukraine?! (ill. 9). 

The different poses of the figures on the above mentioned examples, compared with 
the standing idol from the Cracow icon, are noticeable. The above mentioned figures 
are leaning on the shield with the left hand, and the right raised hand is holding the 
spear. The exception is the Septimius Severus coin, where the goddess holds Victoria 


SCH. Svjatoj Nikolaj Mirilikijskij v proizvedenijah XII-XIX stoletij iz sobranija Russkogo muzeja, ed. 
I.D. SOLOV’EVA, Sankt-Peterburg 2006, p. 21. 


79 The Lviv National Museum of Ukrainian Art. 


50 BISKUPSKI, Warsztat malarstwa ikonowego, p. 49; I. SVJENCIC’KYJ, Ikony halyc’koj Ukrainy XV- 
XVI. vikiv, L' viv 1929, pl. 34, ill. 50. 


*! Pradzieje i wczesne średniowiecze Małopolski, ed. J. RYDZEWSKI, Kraków 2005, cat. 238 — the 
above mentioned figure is described as a Roman warrior. 
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in her left outstretched hand. The figures on the Roman sword in the Museum of Ar- 
chaeology in Cracow and the idol on the St Catherine icon from Mount Sinai are al- 
most identical. The idol from the Cracow icon has its right hand, lightly bent, lowered, 
and his left hand is raised, as frozen in the pointing gesture. The possible explanation 
of this pose might be found in the piece of her life in the 14th century Serbian-Slavic 
manuscript. It says that St Parasceva refused to make an offering before the Apollo and 
Artemis statues: “[...Jaa ne Бом дет MH WTBQBLUTH ce Bora CbZAABLUAPO ME, сьтворшаго 
мебо Н землю BCCAATQOAATCKBI, NE MOKAONHTH се вогомь KAMENNBIMb н ApEBENBIMB, HKE 
суть WT jt HAOB'EHE COTBOPENH, W4H ION TE H NE вндеть, H прочнхь ICFCTbCTEAÀ NE 
fIOCTHPNOW Tb, ЗАТО Н ПОДОБНЫ Т®МЬ AA БОМДОХТЬ, NE ThKMO сьтворшен нь н BCH 
к'Броуюштн Bb HHXb. То же моучнтель рече к нен: Првмлькнн муть BOYHCTBA твоего, н 
прншьд,шн же пожрн ега PORON Аполоно H MATEPH BOTOMb Артемнды, HM Же A3b 
Ш) A) H IN: ALITE AH NH, RKO рекохь, MNOTBIMb тешкымь MOVKAMb 
NPB AM T€. Or AA CBETAA I IETKA рече к немом: To HH TeBe се BOW, TO NH MOVKb TBOHXb 
CTPALLIOY се; зато Ne жроу вогомь вездоушнымь Eb MHXb ПУББЫВАЮТЬ Домен мечнсты, HKE 
МН 6655 NOMOLUTH HMOTE NH HNEM.” 

Indeed, when you look carefully at these statues on the icon as it is enlarged, it can 
be clearly seen that they have their eyes marked - the eyes that existed, but cannot see. 
The figures lack the physical features except for the shape, as they are soulless yet the 
evil’s home. Therefore, the painter searching for the proper pictorial formula was fac- 
ing a peculiar challenge. 

In the ideological sense, the echo of the cult of the ancient gods images is heard 
here, depreciated by St Paul with the argument that they had been made with hands; ,, 
oùk ғісіу Өєої oi би XEIP@V Yıyvöuevor” (Acts 19, 26). Here we can see the germ of 
the Christian tradition of the Jesus and Mary representations, defined as acheiropoietes. 
First and foremost, the cult of the Greek goddess in the one of the biggest and greatest 
Greek temples was evoked: „’Аубрес 'Eqéotot, tig yap ёсту буӨрӧлоу 06 où 
YLYVOOKEL THV Egectav nóAw vewKdpov odoav тйс реүблтс `Артёрбос кой tod d10- 
n£to0G" (Acts 19:35) — Ephesus was a guardian of the great Artemis shrine and her 
statue which, as we can guess, fell down from Zeus. It is expressed in the translation of 
The Book of Acts: “Ye men of Ephesus, what man is there that knoweth not how that 
the city of the Ephesians is a worshipper ofthe great goddess Diana, and of the image 
which fell down from Jupiter?". It seems that Greek gods were transformed in the Eng- 
lish version of the Bible into their Roman counterparts. Artemis (called Diana) was a 
powerful goddess of the ancient world. Antipater saw most of the Wonders of the 
World, but when he saw her temple in Ephesus, he was believed to say: ‘Lo, apart from 
Olympus, the Sun never looked on aught so grand.' (Antipater, Greek Anthology, 
1X.56). Its meaning and power is evident in the extensive paragraph from The Book of 
Acts, which shows the attachment of the Ephesians to her cult as well as wide spread- 
ing of imitations of her temple and her statues, presumably considered to be amulets 
(Acts 19:21-40). The Greek craftsman Demetrius, a silversmith, who made silver 
shrines for Artemis, stood in the way of St Paul. He said that his craft was in danger as 
St Paul preached that “they be no gods, which are made with hands”, so the great god- 


8 Apokrifsko Zitije svete Petke, ed. St. NOVAKOVIC, Spomenik XXIX, Beograd 1895, p. 29. 
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dess Artemis (Diana), whom the entire world worshipped, should be despised, and her 
magnificence should be destroyed. The crowd got calm only after the above quoted 
words were spoken by the writer who reminded the divine origin of the goddess and 
her image. 

Comparison of the depiction of the idol standing in the icon with the known copies 
of the famous Apollo Belvedere indicates the possibility of modelling on one of the 
variations of this figure by the author of the icon. Apollo's right arm is lightly bent in 
the elbow, and his left outstretched hand is holding the bow (not preserved). He was an 
archer, as Artemis is often depicted. The ancient marble statue of Apollo discovered at 
the end of the 15th century, being the Roman copy of the Greek bronze original from 
the 5th century (ill. 11), increased the passion of the Renaissance artist (ill. 12) who 
had already been working on this subjects in Italy (Antonio Pollaiuolo painting, Apollo 
e Dafne, 1470, London, National Gallery) and in the Northern countries, as Albrecht 
Dürer engraving of 1504, The Fall of Man (San Marino in California, Huntington Li- 
brary, Art Collections, and Botanical Garden) shows — the hefty Adam with the distinct 
musculature is looking dramatically at Eva taking out the apple from the serpent 
mouth. 

In 1530 Lucas Cranach created the oil painting depicting two deities — Apollo and 
Diana (Berlin, Gemälde Galerie Kulturforum). The evidence of the ancient model re- 
ception in the graphics of its time shows the possible way of assimilation of this model 
by the icon's author”, although it is much more likely that it constitutes the potential 
borrowing from the illuminated manuscripts or excavated statues of the ancient deities 
known to him, or the other ancient works bearing the images of deities, such as for ex- 
ample coins (ill. 8). The Roman coins provide good models for an idol in St Catherine 
icon (ill. 7). It is placed under the canopy and reminds for example, the motif of Astarte 
in the temple on the Caracalla and Septimius Severus coins, illustrating the unusual 
power of the ancient pictorial traditions in Byzantium (ill. 10). 

Apollo and Artemis, the twin siblings of their mother Leto, the first connected with 
the sunlight, the second — with the lunar light, belonged to the twelve great gods of 
Olympus, the most popular deities of the ancient world. Therefore, recalling them in 
the context of Parasceva fighting with idols, shows the equally far, yet long-lasting and 
strong links, with the ancient heritage in the medieval Europe. That context, together 
with the relationship to St Paul was undoubtedly updated in the situation, when the 
churches of St Parasceva was built on the spot of the former pagan place of the cult, as 
it happened in Vilnius**, where Gregory Tsamblak stayed in 14069. Thus, maybe this 
time Artemis and Apollo who once attacked the Giants together, sons of Niobe, or 
Tythios, now personify the word of pagan beliefs and are knocked off their pedestals 
with the sign of the new religion, held in the hand of the Christian martyr, since the 


*! The patters provided by the German and Dutch leaflet graphics reached the Rus' regions of the- 
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwelth as early as in the 15th century. Cf. M.P. KRUK, Motifs of the Rotunda in 
Scenes of the Deposition of Saints into the Tomb on Ruthenian icons, (in:) Series Byzantina III. Studies on 
Byzantine and Post-Byzantine Art, ed. W. DELUGA, M. JANOCHA, Warszawa 2005, p. 63-87. 


* Information delivered by Darius Baronas during the discussion after this paper was presented. 
55 ROGOV, Petka Tyrnovskaja, p. 165. 
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Christ is the Light of the Word (J 8:12), as John of Eubea reminded the reader in the 
life of St Parasceva of Rome. It is worth mentioning that on the other Roman swords 
found in the territory of Poland two idols standing side by side were depicted — this 
time it was Mars and Victoria, e.g. in Podlodowo in the Lublin region? 6 or in Piaski by 
Bełchatów” 

In the context of the above mentioned icon of St Catherina from Mount Sinai, the 
attention is drawn to what E. S. Ovčinnikova stresses in reference to it and the one of 
the icons of St Parasceva from the Pskov school — namely the characteristic, archaic, 
plain and flat drawing of the figure in the sides, of very squat proportions? . The “Cra- 
cow" icon has the similar features — the strong expression of the simple, flat composi- 
tions, but here they are more austere. The ascetic arrangement was limited to, as a rule, 
to two persons excuting sophisticated tortures on St Parasceva, and draw attention to 
the Northern Rus' icon of St George with the scenes of his life, dated 4th century, 
with the similarly composed scenes, such as burning with the candles”. The resem- 
blance of the schematic, flat and at the same time, expressively modelled scenes em- 
phasizes the archaic character of the Cracow icon and although it is dated to the 15th 
century, the presence of many features characteristic for the painting of the previous 
century are still evident. 


St Parasceva in Northern and Central Rus’ 


A characteristic feature of Ruthenian icons, including those of St Parasceva, is the 
arrangement of panels on three sides of the centerfield, pointed out already by J. Klos- 
inska and R. „Biskupski, who considered it as a borrowing possibly, present in Bulgar- 
ian painting”. This arrangement occurs also in popular icons of St Nicholas, which 
could have been made on occasion in the same workshops as the preserved icons of St 
Parasceva. Icons of both types were distinguished by considerable size, more than a 
meter high, to be placed in the lower row of the iconostasis as so-called ‘namestne’ 
icons. It is common knowledge that icons of central and northern Rus’ were sur- 
rounded by border scenes on all four sides. 

It should be noted that St Parasceva’s cult, as well as its reflection in the art of 
Northern and Central Rus’ in the form of developed cycles, was hardly as strong there. 
On one hand, the image of the saint Parasceva (?) could appeared already on the frame 
of a 12th-13th century icon of St Nicholas from one of the Novgorod monasteries” 
Equally uncertain is the recognition of St Parasceva in the depiction of half-figures of 


% A. KOKOWSKI, Starożytna Polska. Od trzeciego stulecia przed narodzeniem Chrystusa do schyłku 
starożytności, Warszawa 2005, ill. 24. 


# T.J. HORBACZ, M. OLĘDZKI, Inkrustowany miecz rzymski z cmentarzyska kultury przeworskiej 
w Piaskach koło Bełchatowa na tle podobnych znalezisk z terenu Europy, Archeologia Polski 30 (1985). 


55 B.S. OVCINNIKOVA, К stat'e М.Р. Pavlovoj-Sil vanskoj „żitijnaja ikona Paraskevy Piatnicy s vosem- 
nadcat ju klejmami", (in:) Drevnerusskoe iskusstvo. Chudożestvennaja kul'tura Pskova, Moskva 1968, 
p. 137. 


8 St Georg with scenes of life, icon, early XIV c., St Petersburg, Russian Museum — Novgorodskaja 
ikona XII-XVII vekov, ed. V.K. LAURINA, V.A. PUSKAREV, Leningrad 1983, cat. 33. 


9 BISKUPSKI, Warsztat malarstwa ikonowego, note 39. 
?! ANTONOVA, MNIEVA, Katalog drevnerusskoj, I, cat. nr 9, ill. 31. 
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the woman on the bilateral icon, possibly from the Rostov-Suzdal school, dated 1 in the 
16th century, from the Dormition of the Theotokos cathedral in Kostroma?” 

On the other hand, developed cycles did not appear until the end of the 15th and 
early 16th century. as was the case in Rus' territory within the boundaries of the Com- 
monwealth” . Interestingly, a rare example of a Parasceva image in relief was noted in 
a chronicle (latopis); it was a carved representation of St Nicholas and Parasceva, 
which appeared in Pskov around 1540 — altogether two statues of St Nicholas and one 
of St Parasceva were supposed to be found in Pskov temples”, not long after her oldest 
known life in the Northern Rus' was written, the copy of which was preserved in the 
Josef Volokamsk Monastery in 1537, and after founding the Prepodobna Parasceva 
church in Moscow in 1530^. The depiction of St Parasceva in relief survived in the 
environment of the Northern Rus': brightly polychromed, a full depiction of St Paras- 
ceva, dated to the beginning of the 16^ century is attributed to the Kostroma school, 
and comes from the church dedicated to the martyr, mentioned in 1578 in the fishing 
hamlet in the Costrom district”. According to the local legend, the relief was placed in 
the church as early as in the first half of the 15th century (9, and from that time on she 
was worshipped as the guardian of purity of the local waters”? 

It should be emphasized that the merging of the two saints, Nicholas and Parasceva, 
iS quite characteristic and had occurred also on in surviving Ruthenian and Nov- 
gorodian icons”. It is to be surmised that this was due to two of the most worshipped 
Saints in Rus’ having merged together. Parasceva was also connected with other saints, 
such as Theodosia” or Anastasia. 


92 Theodorovska Mother of God / St Parasceva - Great Martyr — Kostromskaja ikona XIII-XIX vekov, 
ed. G.I. VZDORNOV, Moskva 2004, cat. 1, pp. 460-462. 


” St Parasceva icon framed with 18 scenes from her life, ascride to the Pskov school, which Russian 
scholars are inclined to date to the end of the 14" or the beginning of the 15th century: M.P. PAVLOVA- 
SIL'VANSKAJA, Zitijnaja ikona Paraskevy Piatnicy s vosemnadcat'ju klejmami, (in:) Drevnerusskoe 
iskusstvo. ChudoZestvennaja kul'tura Pskova, Moskva 1968, p. 131 — even as early as to the first half of the 
15th century; OVCINNIKOVA, K stat’e M. P. Pavlovoj-Sil’vanskoj, p. 138; Ikony Tveri, Novgoroda Pskova 
XV-XVI vv., ed. L.M. EVSEVA, V.M. SOROKATYJ, Moskva 2000, p. 99. 


% A statue of St Piatnica was supposed to be found in Brodje — O.V. VASIL'EVA, Derevjannaja skulp- 
tura iz sobranija Pskovskogo muzeja, Pamjatniki kul'tury: Novye otkrytija 1982, p. 260; Ikony Tveri, Nov- 
goroda Pskova, pp. 210-211. 


% ROGOV, Petka Tyrnovskaja, р. 175. The message from the Kirillo-Belozersk monastery from 1480 is 
preserved, recommending reading “the book" of Gregory Tsamblak, and it was probably „Kniga, glagole- 
maja rajskaja" – BEGUNOV, The Creative Heritage, рр. 19, 21. 


% St Paraskeva, relief icon, 170,0x95,0 cm, now in deposit in the Russian Museum in St Petersburg, — 
Kostromskaja ikona, cat. 7. 


77 Ibidem, р. 465. 
98 St Nicholas and St Parasceva, icon, 1. quarter of the XVI c., from the village Welyke nearby Do- 


bromil, (in:) R. BISKUPSKI, Ikony w zbiorach polskich, Warszawa 1991, il. 26; St Parasceva and St Nicho- 
las, icon, 1st half of the 16th c., from the village Florynka, (in:) Ukrainian Medieval Painting, pl. CVIII. 


» J, KŁOSIŃSKA, Icônes de Pologne, Varsovie 1987, cat. 69. 


100 $t Parasceva and St Anastasia, icon, 2" half of the 15th с. (in:) Novgorodskaja ikona, il. 89; St 
Nicholas St Elias, St Parasceva and St Blasios, four field icon, 15" c., (in:) Novgorodskaja ikona, il. 75; St 
George and St Parasceva, icon, turn of the 16th c., from the village Korćyni, Ukrainian Medieval Painting, 
pl. LXXI. 
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Conclusions 


One of the oldest surviving icons of St Parasceva seems to be the icon in the Na- 
tional Museum in Cracow (inv. XVIII-57, ill. 1) and an image from Uście Gorlickie, 
now in the collection of the Historical Museum in Sanok (ill. 2). The first one reveals 
no references to the translation of the relics of St. Parasceva therefore it seems probable 
that the composition was based on a manuscript without additions made by the Metro- 
politan Tsamblak. In the “Spomenik” edition of 1895 two versions of the St Parasceva 
legend were published by St. Novaković, both in a bit different notation: the first one 
using Bulgarian-Slavic orthography, the second — Serbian-Slavic, corresponding to the 
individual scenes on the icon. Some scenes of punishment suffered by the martyr 
after she had refused to pay homage to the idols were depicted. The martyr was the 
subject of the torture „ Bb котель велнкь, а WAB неподь BOHNH огнь E'53PNELJJAXTR н CMOAR 
н пеколь прнмеснтн к огню” ^. which explains the extraordinary size of the flame. The 
scene with the cauldron is placed above the quarter with idols; there is no scene where 
„Цар повел ШАВМЬ ЖЕМЕЗЬНЬ раждештн н положнтн CBETEH моученнцн NA главо ” (in 
Serbian-Slavic manuscript). Possibly the corresponding scene was one with the quite 
ordinary kind of punishment, described as burning with the torches (свъшамн 
жгомть”), which can be recognized e.g. on Northern Rus’ St George icon from the 14th 
aae („свьцамн жгуть”) ^. Thus, certain visions were difficult to picture, such as 
e.g. the order of the emperor to have her tortured on the ground. Yet there are scenes 
on the icon depicting the order to behead the Saint with a sword (in the Serbian-Slavic 
edition) or to cut her breasts out (in the Bulgarian-Slavic edition). Hence, the odds are 
that the manuscript of a similar edition served the painter as a model enabling him to 
commemorate the Saint's heroic resistance to the “Hellenic emperors". 

The uniqueness of the icon from Uscie Gorlickie is confirmed by the arrangement 
of the panels, which is different than in the later examples with a double translatio of 
the body. One can recall that it was Tsamblak's report that concentrated on describing 
the translation of St Petka's relics from Tyrnovo to Vidyn in 1394-1395 and then to 
Belgrade in 139815. 

Jan Stradomski believes that the holy recluse from Ер аа! became a symbol of the 
lost independence and statehood of the Slavic nations and their religious, national and 
ethnic unity. He also pointed out that the route followed by the relics of St Petka was 
virtually identical with the road taken by many escaping Slavs, the later metropolitan 
Gregory Tsamblak among them 9, G. Minczew stresses that Tsamblak as the igumen 
of the Decani monastery in the 1390s witnessed the transfer of the relics of the saint 


Ls Apokrifsko Zitije svete Petke, p. 26-32. 


1 Ibidem, p. 27. 

103 Tbidem, p. 29. 

IM Cf. note 87. 

(5 STRADOMSKI, Święta Paraskewia (Petka), р. 87. 
106 Ibidem, р. 89. 
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from Vidyn to Belgrade". Therefore, Parasceva can be considered as an embodiment 


of the fate of the Balkan peoples who followed in the wake of the relics. Gregory 
Tsamblak followed the same route, and upon reaching Kiev, he introduced into his new 
Metropolitan See a new Balkan feast embodying the flight, as well as the resistance of 
the Slavs against Turkish invaders. I am convinced that this mode of thinking was not 
without influence on the program of wall paintings selected for the churches of the 
time, displaying images of holy warriors, archangels-strategists and Anatolian and 
Middle Eastern saints, including the famous siege of Constantinople painted on the 
walls of the church in Humor (1535) 5. As Marzanna Kuczynska writes: The Services 
of St Parasceva [Bulgarian and Serbian] reflects the strong desire to be connected with 
the local reality, to give the work an unambiguous national significance realised by the 
patriotic ideology and noticeable character of polemic with non-Christian nations (es- 
pecially the Turks) which threatened Orthodox countries.” 

The above survey of the literature concerning relations between the metropolitan 
Gregory Tsamblak and St Parasceva cult has shown once again how much the Rus’ 
culture within the borders of the Old Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth drew upon the 
spiritual treasures of the old Bulgaria and Serbia, through which all the complex wealth 
of the Mediterranean culture were transmitted, as hymnography, homiletics and arts 
show. 





7 MINCZEW, Święta księga, p. 173. 


(8 E. PILTZ, Le siège de Constantinople — topos postbyzantin de peinture historique, AeAtiov «ng 
Xpiotiavikns Архололоукӣс Etatpetac 22 (2001), p. 278; A. GRABAR, Les croisades de l'Europe Orien- 
tale dans l'art, (in:) Mélanges Charles Diehl, 3, Paris 1930, reprinted (in:) L' Art de la fin de l'Antiquité et 
du Moyen Age, 1, Paris 1968, p. 169. 


10 KUCZYNSKA, Południowosłowiańska poezja, p. 141. 
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THE MEDIEVAL SLAVONIC TRANSLATION OF THE PARAENETICAL 
CHAPTERS OF EMPEROR BASIL IBETWEEN THE BALKANS, OSTROG AND 
MOSCOW: PRELIMINARY REMARKS 


The Paraenetical Chapters of Emperor Basil I (867-886) to his son Leo, written c. 
879, are among the relatively well-researched works of Byzantine literature'. There are 
a number of questions, however, regarding the actual authorship of the text. Taking 
into consideration the emperor's lack of education, most contemporary researchers tend 
to assume that this rather lengthy but particularly elegant text was written by the patri- 
arch of Constantinople Photius (858-867; 877-886). Evidence in favor of this hypothe- 
sis is usually supported by the knowledge that during the time between his return from 
exile and his second patriarchate Photius was assigned by Basil I to educate young 
Leo; furthermore, the sources, tone and content of the Paraenetical Chapters show 
certain affinity with the letter addressed by Photius, c. 865, to the newly converted 
ruler of the Bulgarians Boris I — Michael (852-889). 

The work consists of 66 relatively short chapters, the initial letters of whose titles 
form an acrostic: “Basil, in Christ Basileus of the Romans, to Leo, beloved son and co- 


! For further details about the date of the text see I. CHICHUROV, O datirovke i aktual’nosti pouchenii 
Vasiliia I, (in:) Drevneishie gosudarstva na territorii SSSR. Materialy i issledovaniia. 1987 god, Moscow 
1989, pp. 173-8. 


* К. EMMINGER, Studien zu den griechischen Fürstenspiegeln. II. Die spätmittelalterliche Übersetzung 
der Demonicea. Ш. BooiAeíou keódAoua zapouverikd, Dissertation, München 1913, pp. 48-9; I. DUJ- 
CEV, Medioevo bizantino-slavo, vol. L, Roma 1965, p. 111; vol. IL, Roma 1968, p. 17; I. SEVCENKO, 
A Neglected Byzantine Source of Muscovite Political Ideology, Harvard Slavic Studies 2 (1954), pp. 163-4 
(IDEM, Byzantium and the Slavs in Letters and Culture, Cambridge — Napoli 1991, p. 72); IDEM, Ljubo- 
mudrejśij Kÿr Agapit Diakon: On a Kievan Edition of a Byzantine Mirror of Princes, Recenzija, vol. 5, № I 
— Supplement (Fall - Winter 1974), pp. 3-4 (IDEM, Byzantium, p. 499); G. PRINZING, Beobachtungen zu 
"integrierten" Fürstenspiegeln der Byzantiner, JÓB 38 (1988), pp. 14-15, 30; J.-M. SANSTERRE, À propos 
des titres d'empereur et de roi dans le Haut Moyen Áge, Byz. LXI (1991), Ne 1, pp. 22-23, note 20; G. 
PEERS, Patriarchal Politics in the Paris Gregory (B. N. gr. 510), JÓB 47 (1997), pp. 52, 61-2; A. MARKO- 
POULOS, Autour les Chapitres parénétiques de Basile I", (in:) Еўуоҳіа, Mélanges offerts à Hélène Ahr- 
weiler, II [Byzantina Sorbonensia 16], Paris 1998, pp. 469-479. 
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emperor”. At first glance, the text appears to be a collection of edifying thoughts, most 
of which are inspired or borrowed directly from Isocrates's works and those of his 
early Byzantine emulator deacon Agapetus’. As stated in Shaun Tougher’s excellent 
summary, however, although this work as well as the so called Second Paraenesis to 
Leo “themselves are not concerned with the concrete details of how to be a good em- 
peror and how to govern well”, they deal with the realms of ideology and represent “a 
good barometer for the political atmosphere” during this period”. This statement re- 
garding the political climate in Constantinople during the last years of Basil's rule was 
to a large extent set by Photius’ attempt to impose a new understanding of the balance 
between the powers and areas of competence between the emperor and the patriarch. 
Characterizing the latter as “a living and animate image of Christ by deeds and words 
typifying the truth'?, Photius renounces the traditional Byzantine view of the emperor 
as "imitator of Christ" and offers *a cautious but clear evocation of a patriarch- 
emperor, or at least of a high priest to whom all the attributes of sovereignty would 
fall". 

It is hardly a coincidence that in the Paraenetical Chapters the concept of the em- 
peror as a God-chosen ruler is much softened and coexists with the idea of the Church 
acting as a mediator between God and the basileus’. Emphasizing the duty of the sov- 
ereign to protect justice, abiding by the laws of his predecessors? , the author of the 
Paraenetical Chapters also introduces into the portrait of the "ideal emperor" a virtue 
not typical in the previous Byzantine tradition of the "mirrors of princes": education. 
Especially revealing in that respect is the concluding chapter presenting the author's 
view, which is deeply characteristic of the patriarch Photius, on ancient rhetoric and 
biblical history as practically equal and inseparable sources of knowledge and wisdom: 
"In order to embellish in all respects your character do not neglect to read the ancients' 
thoughts, because there you shall find many useful [things]; among these, most of all 
know the teachings of Solomon, of Isocrates and if you please of Jesus Sirach, since 
there you can find both statesmanlike and imperial virtues"? 

Strangely, the medieval Slavonic translation of the Paraenetical Chapters remains 
almost unfamiliar to contemporary scholars. The text has not been published and its 
history awaits future researchers. The first to direct his attention to the translation of 
the Paraenetical Chapters was Ch. Loparev, who found that many long passages from 
it were included in the instruction which the Russian metropolitans and patriarchs tra- 
ditionally addressed to the Muscovite rulers in the course of the coronation ceremony, 


* EMMINGER, Studien, pp. 42-5, 47-8. 


2S TOUGHER, The Reign of Leo VI (886-912). Politics and People, Leiden - New York — Köln 1997, 
p. 11. 


` E. BARKER, Social and Political Thought in Byzantium from Justinian I to the Last Palaeologus, Ox- 
ford 1957, p. 91. 


°С. DAGRON, Emperor and Priest. The Imperial Office in Byzantium, transl. by J. BIRRELL, Cambridge 
2003, p. 231. 


71. CHICHUROV, Politicheskaia ideologiia srednevekov'ia. Vizantiia i Rus', Moscow 1990, p. 71. 
* CHICHUROV, Politicheskaia ideologiia, pp. 81-9. 
? Cf. CHICHUROV, Politicheskaia ideologiia, p. 91. 
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beginning as early as Ivan IV Groznyi's (1533-1584) coronation (as tsar) in 1547 and 
continuing until the first decades of the eighteenth century. The peculiar “normative” 
significance of the speeches made during this act is testified by the fact that in their 
policies the rulers usually tried to adhere to the ideas embraced during the coronation, 
recognizing those (at least in theory) as obligatory, and frequently referred to some of 
them in their state documents and personal letters!” 

What, however, is the origin of the translation? Chr. Loparev characterized it as 
Russian without offering any conclusive arguments, but did not comment on the time 
of its appearance. Some time ago the Russian scholar V. Kolesov wrote that the 
translation had been made in 1479 and that its appearance in Russia at the end of the 
fifteenth century was related to the activities of the Great Prince Ivan III (1462-1505), 
and the shaping of the concept of Moscow as the “Third Rome", A number of facts, 
however, disprove this thesis. As it was already noted by A. Sobolevskii, the earliest 
Russian copies known so far of the Paraenetical Chapters date back to the fifteenth 
century? . Fr. Thomson, in his turn, relates the appearance of the translation to the liter- 
d revival present in Bulgaria and Serbia during the thirteenth and fourteenth centu- 
ries *. A significant argument in favor of the “Balkan” origin of the translation is the 
Ed that the oldest of the copies now kept in Russia (Russian State Library, Tro- 
itse-Sergieva Lavra Ne 758), from the end of the fourteenth or the early fifteenth cen- 
tury appears to be south-Slavic; and some of the earliest Russian copies — including the 
one V. Kolesov erroneously dates to 1479 — reproduce more or less consistently Bul- 
garian and Serbian characteristics. Furthermore it should be mentioned that of the three 
Serbian copies housed in libraries on the territory of the former Yugoslavia, two of 
these originated in the first half of the fifteenth century `. 2 

Recently, G. Prokhorov published a letter inserted in a Russian parchment manu- 
script from the end of the fourteenth or the beginning of the fifteenth century, | which 
contains several fragments of the translation of the Paraenetical Chapters '°. The 


"CH. LOPAREV, O chine venchaniia russkikh tsarei, Zhurnal Ministerstva Narodnago Prosveshcheniia, 
vol. 253 (1887, September), 312-319; SEVCENKO, A Neglected Byzantine Source, p. 164. 


И M. SHAKHMATOV, Gosudarstvenno-natsional'nyia idei “chinovnykh knig” venchaniia na tsarstvo 
moskovskikh gosudarei, Zapiski Russkago Nauchnago Instituta v Belgrade 1 (1930), p. 278. 


? Mudroe slovo Drevnei Rusi (XI-XVII vv.), ed. V. KOLESOV, Moscow 1989, pp. 439-440. 


ЇЗ A. SOBOLEVSKII, Perevodnaia literatura Moskovskoi Rusi XIV-XVII уу. Bibliograficheskie materialy, 
Sbornik Otdeleniia Russkago Iazyka i Slovesnosti, T. LX XIV, Ne 1, Sankt-Peterburg 1903, р. 20. 


ФЕ, THOMSON, The Corpus of Slavonic Translations Available т Muscovy. The Cause of the Old Rus- 
sia's Intellectual Silence and a Contributory Factor to Muscovite Cultural Autarky, (in:) Christianity and 
the Eastern Slavs, vol. I. Slavic Cultures in the Middle Ages, ed. B. GASPAROV and O. RAEVSKY-HUGHES, 
[California Slavic Studies, 16], Berkeley — Los Angeles — Oxford 1993, p. 184. 


5 A. NIKOLOV, Кат vaprosa za pazprostranenieto na niakoi vizantiiski “kniazheski ogledala” v staro- 
bälgarskata literatura (kraia na IX-nachaloto na X vek), (in:) Srednovekovnite Balkani. Politika, religiia, 
kultura, Sofia 1999, рр. 81-2. Also, a late 18" с. copy (probably Russian) of the text is housed in the library 
of the Stauronikitas Monastery on Mount Athos: Slavianskie rukopisi Afonskikh obitelei, ed. A.A. TURILOV, 
L.V. MOSHKOVA, ed. A.E. TAHIAOS, Fessaloniki 1999, p. 306 (Ne 775). 


16 С. PROKHOROV, «Postoronnie stat'i» (v tom chisle Poslanie mudrogo Feofana) v Pogodinskom № 
27 Apostole i «Slovo o zhit'i i prestavlenii» Dmitrija Donskogo, Trudy Otdela Drevnerusskoi Literatury 49 
(1996), pp. 61-2, 72-4. 
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chance discovery of the Russian scholar, as well as the rather scanty information on the 

existing copies of the work, restrains one from any categorical conclusions concerning 

the dating and history of the text. There is, however, growing probability that new di- 

rect and indirect evidence will be found in favor of the hypothesis put forward by P. 

Dimitrov and supported by the author; namely, that it is likely that the translation was 

made in Bulgaria in the tenth century. 

The characteristic features in regards to the translation contained in a Serbian copy, 
once the property of the Krushedol Monastery and now part of the manuscript collec- 
tion of the Serbian Orthodox Church Museum (Belgrade) under number 159, will now 
be presented briefly. The manuscript was studied by P. J. Safarik and its content was 
described in detail by S. Petković, who dated it to the fifteenth century’. Recently, R. 
Stankovié dated its appearance to с. 1430-1440”. This is one of the earliest existent 
copies of the translation, and its detailed comparison with the Russian copies along 
with the numerous printed editions of the text from the seventeenth and eighteenth cen- 
turies is a considerable task, which goes beyond the modest ambitions of the present 
paper. My preliminary observations which are based solely on the Russian copy of the 
Paraenetical Chapters, published by V. Kolesov and its first printed edition from 1607, 
show that the Krushedol copy preserves several primary readings, which underwent 
alterations and deformations in the Russian tradition of the text. Conversely, the Ser- 
bian copy also shows errors and deviations from the original translation, which can be 
rectified using the Russian manuscript text. 

Of particular interest is the selection of the chapters (69 in all) contained in the 
Krushedol copy, which differs from that of the Greek manuscripts containing 66 chap- 
ters: 

1. Chapters 33 and 34 of the Greek text are missing. 

2. After chapter 50 (which in the Greek text corresponds to chapter 52), chapters 51, 
32 and 53 follow three chapters that were borrowed from another work, which at 
time of publication I have not been able to identify. 

3. At the end of the text, as chapters 68 and 69 are interpolated two chapters (67 and 
63) from the Exposition of Chapters of Advice of Deacon Agapetus to Emperor 
Justinian. Most probably these changes were made by the translator of the Parae- 
netical Chapters himself, but it remains a mystery whether he was familiar with the 
two Agapetus' excerpts from some complete translation of the work or if he trans- 
lated those from the Greek himself. The question deserves special examination, but 
in my view the first possibility is the more likely one, which, if true, would mean 


7 P. DIMITROV, Petar Chernorizets. Ochertsi po starobälgarska literatura prez sledsimeonovata 
epokha, Shumen 1995, р. 74; NIKOLOV, Кат väprosa, pp. 82-3. 


8 $. PETKOVIĆ, Opis rukopisa manastira Krusedola, Sremski Karlovci 1914, pp. 170-181. For further 
details concerning the content of this manuscript see I. KUZIDOVA, luzhnoslavianski antologii sàs sententsii 
prez kàsnoto srednovekovie. Avtoreferat na doktorska disertaciia, Sofia 2004, pp. 12-18; I. KUZIDOVA, 
Iuzhnoslavianskata antologiia 545 sententsii Panaret, Starobàlgarska literatura 33-34 (2005), pp. 341-355. 


PR. STANKOVIĆ, Rukopisne knjige Muzeja Srpske pravoslavne crkve u Beogradu. Vodeni znaci i dati- 
ranje [Narodna biblioteka Srbije. Opis juZnoslovenskih éirilskih rukopisa, T. V], Belgrade 2003, p. 51. 
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that to the three Slavonic translations of this “mirror of princes", studied by I. 

Ševčenko, should be added a forth”. 

As for the Greek text, on which the translation is based, it coincided with none of 
the copies used in K. Emminger's edition. It shares a number of the primary, exact 
readings common to that branch of the manuscript tradition to which some of the earli- 
est copies familiar to the publisher belong: twelfth-thirteenth century MS Coisl 136 and 
thirteenth-fourteenth century MS Vat. gr. 742. Conversely, the Greek original of the 
translation is one of those few copies of the text which contain, instead of chapter 24 
(beginning with ‘YroAdußave тоос кодакас... another text (chapter 24*), which 
begins with ‘Ywmlov дёу kai ddovAwtov.... Even more curious is the fact that the 
source of the translation shares also a very significant reading, characteristic of certain 
manuscripts belonging to another group which omit both chapter 24 and chapter 24*: 
the thirteenth century MS Vat. gr. 1266 and its eleventh century "twin" from the 
collection of the Bodleian Library in Oxford, MS. Holkham Gr. 557"; this is the earliest 
known copy of the work, with which Emminger was unfamiliar. This statement allows 
me to regard the Slavonic translation, which slavishly follows the word order of its 
source, as interesting and valuable evidence for the history of the Greek text of the 
Paraenetical Chapters. 


Жжжж 


In the seventeenth century the translation of the Paraenetical Chapters enjoyed ex- 
traordinary popularity among the Orthodox eastern Slavs in the Polish-Lithuanian 
Commonwealth and the Muscovite Tsardom, which was partly due to its several 
printed editions. For the first time the work was published at the printing works of the 
Slavic-Greek-Latin Academy in the town of Ostrog (Western Ukraine) in 1607 as part 
of the booklet “A Cure for the Slumbering Human Mind”. The publisher of the Old 
Slavic text, the priest Damian Nalivaiko, supplements it with a parallel translation into 

“plain” „Ukranian, close to some other Ukrainian-Byelorussian literary works of that 
period”. No doubt the Paraenetical Chapters were included there with a didactic pur- 
pose (to assist in the teaching of Old Slavic at the academy) but also as a study on the 
private and social morality acceptable for the Ukrainians (and the Orthodox nobles i in 
particular) under the rule of the Polish crown at the beginning of the 17" century”. 

In the same way as the Krushedol Serbian copy, the chapters contained in the Old 
Slavonic translation of the Paraenetical Chapters published by Nalivaiko also omit 


2 A. NIKOLOV, Starobàlgarskiiat prevod na “Izlozhenie na pouchitelni glavi kam imperator lustinian” 
ot diakon Agapit i razvitieto na ideiata za dostoinstvoto na bàlgarskiia vladetel v kraia na IX-nachaloto na 
X v., Palaeobulgarica 24 (2000), Ne 3, pp. 92-3. 


?! I had the opportunity to examine this manuscript de visu during my stay in Oxford as a British Acad- 
emy Visiting Fellow (2004, May). The results of my study will be summarized elsewhere. 


sur ZAPASKO, I. ISAEVICH, Pam 'iatki knizhkovogo mistetstva. Katalog starodrukiv vidanikh na 
Ukraini. Vol. 1 (1574-1700), L'viv 1981, p. 34 (Ne 70); I. MIC'KO, Osroz'ka slov'iano-greko-latins'ka 
akademiia (1576-1636), Kiiv 1990, pp. 128-9. 


2 WV. PERETTS, Issledovaniia i materiały po istorii starinnoi ukrainskoi literatury XVI-XVII vv. 1 
Sbornik Otdelenija Russkago Jazyka i Slovesnosti, T. 101, Ne 2, Leningrad 1926, pp. 71-2. 


# PERETTS, Issledovaniia, pp. 52-4. 
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chapters 33 and 34 of the Greek text, and the concluding two chapters are borrowed 
from Agapetus' Exposition. Those missing, however, are the three chapters included in 
the Krushedol copy under numbers 51, 52 and 53. Therefore, in the Ostrog printed edi- 
tion the total number of chapters corresponds to that of the title, 66. 

It is worth noting that D. Nalivaiko described the Paraenetical Chapters as the Tes- 
tament of Basil I, which is certainly not accidental. The appearance of the book (its title 
page carries the date of 29 June, 1607) was only a few months prior to the death of the 
superannuated patron of the academy Prince Constantine Basil Ostrogski (1524/5- 
1608) — governor (voivoda) of Kiev for about 50 years, owner of the largest magnate 
fortune in Poland and the last Orthodox senator of weight in the history of the Com- 
monwealth?. As the leader and organizer of the resistance against the Union of Brest 
(1596), which bound part of the Ukrainian Orthodox clergy with the Papacy, Prince 
Constantine Basil suffered a grave personal tragedy — four of his five children died be- 
fore him and sole heir to his vast properties towards 1603 became his son Janusz 
(1554-1620), who was a Catholic. Bearing in mind the Prince's pride that in his veins 
ran the blood of the emperors from the Macedonian dynasty, founded by Basil I, the 
publishing of the Paraenetical Chapters at the printing works of Ostrog academy had a 
deeply symbolic meaning. This work actually was to be the legacy of Constantine Basil 
himself to his son, not to betray the ancient family tradition based on Orthodoxy, nobil- 
ity and wisdom. 

In 1638 in Mogilyov (Byelorussia) the Old Slavonic translation of the Paraenetical 
Chapters was published by Spiridon Sobol’ as a separate book under the title “Testa- 
ment of ... the Greek Tsar Basil””’. The text follows the 1607 edition with a few other 
texts added to the Paraenetical Chapters, among which it includes the so called 
Stoslovets (“The Hundred sayings")?*. The purpose of the edition was purely didactic, 
which could be inferred from Spiridon Sobol's ambitions during his stay in Moscow in 
1637; there he offered his services as a teacher of Greek, Latin and Polish, as well as a 
translator of works written by church fathers from Greek into Russian. He also tried to 
establish contacts with local printers^. In 1646 Sobol’s edition was reprinted in Kiev”, 
and с. 1661/1663 in Moscow”. 


AL KEMPA, Konstanty Wasyl Ostrogski (ok. 1524/5-1608) wojewoda kijowski i marszałek ziemi 
wołyńskiej, Toruń 1997, passim. 


$ KEMPA, Konstanty Wasyl, p. 6. 


77 Z. JAROSZEWICZ-PIERESLAWCEW, Druki cyrylickie z oficyn Wielkiego Księstwa Litewskiego w XVI- 
XVIII wieku, Olsztyn 2003, p. 92. Cf. I. ISAEVICH, Preemniki pervopechatnika, Moscow 1981, p. 73. 


2 About the Szoslovets see Е. DVORNIK, Byzantine Political Ideas in Kievan Russia, DOP 9-10 (1956), 
91-2; T. KOPREEVA, K voprosu o proiskhozhdenii tak nazyvaemogo “Stoslovtsa Gennadiia”, Zeitschrift für 
Slawistik 25 (1980), pp. 33-45. 


? JAROSZEWICZ-PIERESLAWCEW, Druki cyrylickie, р. 87. 


9 P. STROEV, Opisanie staropechatnykh knig slavianskikh, sluzhashchee dopolneniem k opisaniiam 
biblioteki grafa F.A. Tolstova i kuptsa I.N. Tsarskago, Moscow 1841, pp. 113-4 (Ne 69). 


У A. ZERNOVA, Knigi kirillovskoi pechati, izdannye v Moskve v XVI-XVII vekakh. Svodnyi katalog, 
Moscow 1958, p. 90 (Ne 292). 
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In January 1680 a new printed edition of the Paraenetical Chapters was published 
in Moscow”. It was one of the six books printed at the court (so called *Upper") print- 
ing works, which was organized by Simeon Polotskii (1629-1680) under the personal 
patronage of his pupil, the young tsar Feodor Alekseevich (1676-1682)? ? It should be 
noted that the Byelorussian Simeon was educated at the Kievan academy. His literary 
tastes developed in a Ukrainian (“south-Russian”) environment and it is hardly surpris- 
ing that he chose Moscow to publish the Paraenetical Chapters — a text which had long 
before gained considerable popularity among the Orthodox aristocracy and the clergy 
within the boundaries of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. Certainly, Simeon also 
recognized the authority this work enjoyed in the Muscovite Tsardom. 

As the poetical introduction to the book shows, the publisher regarded Basil I's 
treatise as a guidebook on education, equally useful for teaching by fathers and their 
offspring, by rulers to the ruled ^. Along with this purpose, the book which was in- 
tended for Feodor Alekseevich and his younger brothers (and future rulers) Ivan and 
Peter, apparently had to further play the role of a kind of manifesto towards the idea 
nurtured by the 18-year-old tsar about the transformation of Russia into an Orthodox 
“enlightened monarchy”. 

A symbol of the new climate in the country became the opening of the first acad- 
emy in Moscow. It was Simeon Polotskii who, in the months before his death on the 25 
August 1680, wrote on behalf of the tsar the well-known project for a “privilegium” (or 
statutes) of the academy. At the beginning of this document Feodor Alekseevich re- 
marks that ever since he ascended the throne as an adolescent, like Solomon, he has 
cared about nothing as much as he has cared for wisdom; further down he declares his 
intention to found an academy in emulation of Solomon and the ancient “Greek Tsars”, 
i.e. Byzantine emperors” 

Symptomatic of the spirit of enlightenment spreading in the intellectual circles 
around the tsar is the poem by Silvestr Medvedev (a close associate of Simeon Polot- 
skii, who was probably involved in the publication of the 1680 Moscow edition of the 
Testament) written on the occasion of submitting the privilegium project for the acad- 
emy to the Princess Regent Sof'ia Alekseevna (1682-1689; + 1704) on 21 January 
1685°°. The underlying motif here is that of wisdom, which is discussed using a Byzan- 
tine in its spirit rhetoric: the text commences with a prosaic introduction, comprising 
passages taken from the biblical book of “the wisest King Solomon, concerning wis- 


3? ZERNOVA, Knigi, p. 106 (№ 358). 


33 E. SETIN, «Testament» v izdanii Simeona Polotskogo, (in:) Russkaia staropechatnaia literatura (XVI — 
pervaia chetvert’ XVIII v.). Simeon Polotskii i ego knigoizdatel’skaia deiatel’nost’, Moskva 1982, pp. 105- 
115; A. GUSEVA, Oformlenie izdanii Simeona Polotskogo v Verkhnei tipografii (1679-1683), Trudy Otdela 
Drevnerusskoi Literatury 38 (1985), pp. 457-475; D. BULANIN, D. PANCHENKO, Feodor Alekseevich, (in:) 
Slovar' knizhnikov i knizhnosti Drevnei Rusi, T. 3, vol. 4, Sankt-Peterburg 2004, p. 86. 


9 SETIN, «Testament», рр. 108-110; L. PUSHKAREV, Obshchestvenno-politicheskaia mysl’ v Rossii. 
Vtoraia polovina XVII veks. Ocherki istorii, Moscow 1982, pp. 171-2. 


35 S. SOLOV'EV, Sochineniia. Vol. VII: Istoriia Rossii s drevneishikh vremen, T. 13-14, Moskva 1991, 
p. 245. Cf. BULANIN, PANCHENKO, Feodor Alekseevich, p. 83. 


% A. PROZOROVSKII, Sil'vestr Medvedev ( ego zhizn' i deiatel'nost'). Opyt tserkovno-istoricheskago 
izsledovaniia, Moskva 1896, pp. 255-256, 383-388. 
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dom". The late tsar Feodor is described as a “wisdom lover", and several times in an 
adulatory manner it is remarked that the ruling regent Sof'ia, with her love of wisdom, 
is truly worthy of her name. Sil’vestr, however, does not save Moscow rulers the bitter 
truth and turns to God with a plea to fortify wisdom in Russia: “And [thus] Thou shall 
wipe off the slander// that Russia does not know the sciences.” 

And so, in the second half of the seventeenth century Russia was faced with the dif- 
ficult problem of how to respond to the cultural influence and scientific progress of the 
West. F. Thomson writes that “the emergence of Russian intellectual thought repre- 
sents a break with its Byzantine-oriented past.” Paradoxically, the early printed edi- 
tions of the medieval Slavonic translation of the Paraenetical Chapters represent an 
inseparable element of this slow and painful “break”. A key role in it is played by the 
idea underlying the work, that wisdom is not given to the emperor (or to the common 
people) by God, but has to be attained and cultivated through conscious intellectual 
effort, through reading and education. As is obvious from the privilegium of Feodor 
Alekseevich, who tends in a typically Byzantine fashion to compare himself with 
Solomon, “wisdom” is no longer an attribute of religion but of education and all “lib- 
eral sciences": grammar, poetics, rhetoric, dialectics, philosophy, theology, law, etc.” 
Thus to a Russia entering an age of profound change at the end of the 17" century and 
the beginning of the 18" century, the Paraenetical Chapters functioned as an ancient 
and authoritative text, which allowed the Orthodox Byzantine-styled tradition to be 
reassessed relatively painlessly in the spirit of a new enlightened age. This can also be 
inferred from the fact that the Moscow edition of the book from 1680 underwent two 
reprints during the final years of the rule of the great reformer Peter the Great, in his 
new imperial capital of St Petersburg. 


м PROZOROVSKII, Sil'vestr Medvedev, p. 386. 
38 THOMSON, Corpus, p. 197. 
* SOLOV'EV, Sochineniia, vol. VII, p. 245. 
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Ванда Стемпняк-Минчева 


(Краков) 


О ВОЗНИКНОВЕНИИ СЛАВЯНСКОГО КИРИЛЛОВСКОГО 
КНИГОПЕЧАТАНИЯ - ТИПОГРАФИЯ ШФАИПОЛТА ФИОЛЯ B КРАКОВЕ 
ВХУ ВЕКЕ 


Изобретение печати Гуттенбергом и связанная с этим типографическая дея- 
тельность имеет свою историю также в Польше. Первые печатные книги по- 
являются у нас во второй половине ХУ века, хотя в начале это прежде всего 
книги, привозимые из-за границы, и только немногочисленные — отечественного 
происхождения, прежде всего краковского. Появление печатной книги не по- 
влияло в начале на изменение позиции, которую занимала тогда рукописная 
книга. Рукописи продолжали быть в цене, а на территории самой Речипоспо- 
литой рукописная книга была тогда (как и позднее) очень популярна'. До конца 
ХУ века в Кракове и в его немногочисленных типографических мастерских по- 
явилось в связи с этим относительно немного печатных книг, читательский ры- 
нок все еще удовлетворялся рукописной книгой, а также заполнялся печатными 
изданиями, привозимыми главным образом из Германии, а в следующей очеред- 
ности из Италии и Франции. По всей видимости, тогда все еще более выгодным 
был импорт необходимой литературы из-за границы, нежели ее производство на 
месте. 

Популярность рукописных книг в XV веке относится как к латинским руко- 
писям, так и к церковнославянским. Церковнославянские рукописи в ХУ веке все 
еще играли важную роль, а их история и — шире — история православной куль- 
туры на землях, принадлежащих B тот период (XIV-XVII в.) к Великому Кня- 
жеству Литовскому и Польской Короне, навсегда вошла в историю Польши. 


' P. BUCHWALD-PELCOWA, Rola książki w Polsce w drugiej polowie XV wieku, (in:) Najstarsze druki 


cerkiewnostowiañskie i ich stosunek do tradycji rekopismiennej, Kraków 1993, p. 12 [далее: Najstarsze 
druki]. 
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Рукописи эти хранятся и сегодня в библиотеках и музеях Польши, в том числе 
Кракова". 

Печатную книгу в Кракове, если говорить об ее изготовлении и экспорте, 
спасает издательская мастерская Шфайполта Фиоля, немца по происхождению, 
который был основателем и более двух лет владельцем первой в мире 
кириллической печатницы. Считается, что печатница Фиоля работала в Кракове 
в 1490-91 годах, а быть может также и после 1492 года. Именно этому феномену 
— кириллической типографии ХУ века и книгам (а точнее одной из книг — 
Часослову) посвящено будет мое сегодняшнее выступление. 

Когда мы говорим о славянской печатной книге, необходимо сразу отметить, 
что на несколько лет краковского печатника опередили хорватские глаголиты, 
издавая 22 февраля 1483 года глаголический Миссал, а затем (в 1491 году) 
Бревиарий, в связи с чем иногда деятельность Фиола и появление кириллической 
типографии связывается с присутствием пражских глаголитов на Краковском 
Клепаже”. 

Упомянутая проблема относительно небольшого количества старопечатных 
изданий в Кракове во второй половине ХУ века заключается скорее всего также в 
том, что не было соответствующим образом заинтересованного человека в такой 
типографической деятельности. Начинание первого печатника кириллических 
книг — Шфайполта Фиоля — доказывает, что открытие B то время в Кракове 
большой, хорошо организованной типографии, которая печатала бы книги по 
латыни и или по-немецки, было возможным, только если нашелся бы кто-нибудь, 
кто бы тогда на это решился“. Поэтому начало постоянной печатной деятель- 
ности в Кракове датируется лишь 1503 годом и связывается с Яном Халлером”. 

Мы не знаем точно, какие были тиражи краковских кириллических печатных 
изданий. Предполагается, что появилось их около 300 экземпляров. Здесь в ка- 
честве напоминания стоит перечислить: первые кириллические печатные издания 
Фиола — это четыре литургических книги: две Триоди (Постная и Цветная), 
Октоих и Часослов (Часословец). Ниболее популярными из этих книг были ско- 
рее всего Часослов и Октоих — книги, которые в церкви использовались в течение 
всего года, Постная Триодь используется в течение около 70 дней в году, а Цвет- 
ная — около 50. Также Часослов, хоть и отпечатанный in quatro, находится in 
folio; и является скорее всего наибольшей из этих книг, ибо содержит 382 карты, 
Октоих — 169, Постная Триодь - 313, Цветная триодь - 364. 

До нашего времени сохранилось 79 книг, напечатанных Фиолем. Такую циф- 
ру дает один из исследователей Фиоля – американец польского происхождения 





? A. NAUMOW, Wiara i historia. Z dziejów literatury cerkiewnosiowianskiej na ziemiach polsko- 
litewskich, Kraków 1996, p. 45. 


> A. NAUMOW, Teologiczny aspekt druku (na materiale najstarszych wydan cerkiewnoslowianskich), 
(in:) Najstarsze druki, p. 81. 


‚ 4 J. PIROŻYŃSKI, Kraków kolebką polskiego drukarstwa. Zarys problematyki, (in:) Najstarsze druki, 
Kraków 1993, p. 26. 


* PIROZYNSKI, ор. cit., p. 27. 
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Степан К. Циммер°. Из этих 79 экземпляров 27 — это Часословы, из которых 25 
находится в библиотеках бывшего СССР: Москва (12), Санкт-Петербург (7), 
Саратов (2), Вильнюс, Киев, Одесса — по одному экземпляру, а также один 
экземпляр в Риме, в библиотеке Папского восточного института (РТО). В Польше 
нет ни одного экземпляра Часослова. 

Ст. Циммер при цитируемых мной количественных данных опирается на 
работы другого исследователя — Немировского, изданные HM в 1975 году. 
Подобные цифры указываются и в самой новой работе Hemuposcxoro’, 2003 года. 
Эти цифры, как гипотетические (сколько книг могло быть напечатано), так и 
фактические (количество сохранившихся 79 книг), позволяют нам предполагать, 
что необходимость в печатной литургической кириллической книге была тогда 
очень большой. 

Точную дату появления первых кириллических печатных изданий мы имеем 
только на двух книгах: Октоихе и Часослове, которые были выпущены в 1491 
году, о чем мы узнаем из записи на колофоне к этим книгам, которая звучит?: 

Докончамл выст CHA книга 8 великомъ MAAS 8 Краков" при держав BEAHKATO 
KOPOAA полскаго Казимира. И докончанл выст M'BIJANHNOM краковским 1Швлиполтомь 
Феволь, HZ немец немецкого родз, Франк, И скончашасл по Божием марожениемъ Al CAT 
AÉBATEAECATE И A ABTO. 

Анализ книг, появившихся в кириллической типографии Швайполта Фиола, 
ставит перед каждым исследователем (историком языка, культуры или 
текстологом) прежде всего вопрос об их прототипах, то есть о рукописях, 
которые послужили образцом для изготовления этих четырех книг. На вопрос, 
какие книги (а точнее — откуда привезенные) стали основой краковских печатных 
изданий, можно ответить после их исследования с разных точек зрения, в том 
числе с композиционной и языковой, что в свою очередь поможет определить, 
какой тип рукописей помог немецкому типографу в работе: восточно- или 
южнославянский. В таких исследованиях следует взять во внимание: 

1) церковную традицию, согласно которой компиллировалась данная книга: 

студитская или иерусалимская, что поможет определить, когда появилась 
и из какой части славянского мира происходит данная книга (рукопись). 

2) композицию текстов, с обращением особого внимания на календарную 

часть и определением, какие святые появляются в этом календаре. 

3) языковые черты: внешние (графия, орфография) и системные (морфология 

и синтаксис). 


% 52. К. ZIMMER, The beginning of the cyryllic printing Cracow, 1491. From the orthodox past in Po- 
land, New York 1983. 


TEJI. НЕМИРОВСКИЙ, Возникновение славянского книгопечатания, Москва 2003. 


* O дате выпуска двух книг Часословца и Октоиха мы узнаем из колофона, умещенного в конце 
этих книг, где приводится дата — 1491 год, место издания — Краков и фамилия типографа — 
Швайполт Фиоль: W wielkim miescie Krakowie га panowania wielkiego króla polskiego Kazimierza przez 
mieszczanina krakowskiego Szwajpolta Fiola, z niemieckiego rodu Franka, w roku po Bozym Narodzeniu 
1491. Текст колофона в переводе А. Наумова, см. A. NAUMOW, Teologiczny aspekt druköw (na mate- 
riale najstarszych wydan cerkiewnoslowianskich), (in:) Najstarsze druki, p. 81. 
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В данной статье я постараюсь охарактеризовать некоторые из этих параме- 
TpOB, которые помогут нам определить, какие черты — восточные и южные — 
оказали влияние на появление краковского Часослова. 

Часослов - это книга, которая необходима псалмопевцу, а также церковному 
хору при совершении ежедневных богослужений. Содержит постоянные моли- 
твы суточного цикла: Полуночница, Утреня, Часы (канонические часы — первый, 
третий, шестой, девятый), а также так называемые изобразительные (тип псал- 
мов, которые читаются в начале Литургии и после великопостных Часов), Ве- 
черня и Повечерие (великая и малая, а также литургический календарь). Эта 
книга появилась около VI века в Иерусалиме, согласно распространенным там 
нормам, откуда и название — Иерусалимский типик. Позднее, после изменений, 
которые ввели Иоанн Дамаскин и Тоедор Студит, от Теодора Студита появилось 
новое определение: Студитский типик. Использование одного или второго типи- 
ка позволяет определить время появления данной литургической книги, а также 
указать, в какой части славянского мира она была написана. 

У славян Часослов был переведен очень рано, а в церковно-славянской тради- 
ции включался чаще всего как вторая часть Пслатыри, составляя с ней одно 
целое. Самые старые списки Часословов как на юге, так и на востоке славянского 
мира датируются ХШ веком - в них также уже засвидетельствованы изменения, 
согласно типику (Иерусалимскому или Студитскому). Студитский типик был 
принят монахами Св. горы Афон, в Южной Италии и среди новокрещенных 
славян. Вероятно, так же было в болгарских Рыльском и Бачковском монастырях, 
поэтому Часословы ХШ и XIV веков южнославянского происхождения писались 
в большинстве случаев согласно студитскому типику. 

Также и Часословы XII и XIV веков с территорий Руси (исследованные напр. 
российским ученым Сливой”) представляют тип Часословов по Студитскому 
уставу. Как пишет Слива, такие Часословы, написанные соласно Студитскому 
типику, появляются на востоке благодаря введению Феодосием Печерским ca- 
мого Студитского типика, что произошло после 1062 года (+1074)'. Именно 
такие Часословы функционирут на Руси примерно до конца XIV века. Позднее 
вместо Студитского типика был введен типик Иерусалимский, что в свою оче- 
редь связано с деятельностью московского митрополита Киприана (+1046) и его 
Служебником, согласно которому литургические книги должны были исправ- 
ляться по принципам болгарской редакции. После изменений, совершенных Ки- 
прианом, литургические книги на Руси писались именно согласно Иерусалим- 
скому уставу, и именно такими являются до сих пор используемые Часословы — 
по Иерусалимскому типику. 

На Балканах также в конце ХШ века проводятся изменения в литургических 
книгах, согласно с более древним Иерусалимским типиком. Эти изменения лу- 
чше всего видны B XIV веке, когда уже в названии обозначалось, что данный 
Часослов написан по Иерусалимскому правилу. 





? Е.Э, СЛИВА, Русь и южные славяне. Сборник статей к 100-летию со дня рождения В.А. 
Мошина (1894-1987), Санкт-Петербург, стр. 186-197. 


10 Tam же, с. 189. 
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Одной из самых существенных разниц, важных для этого короткого предста- 
вления Часослова и влияния одного из названных типиков на его содержание и 
конструкцию литургической книги является то, что в Студитском уставе Часо- 
слов начинался с Утрени, а в иерусалимском — c Полуночницы. Часослов Фиоля 
представляет собой тип книги согласно иерусалимскому уставу, так как на- 
чинается с Полуночницы. 

В исследованиях первой кириллической типографии распространено и при- 
нято мнение, что в качестве образца во время приготовления к печати первых 
кириллических книг немецкому печатнику послужили рукописи, привезенные с 
двух разных территорий славянского мира: с юга и с востока. Дополнительные 
проблемы однако появляются, когда необходимо определить, какой тип руко- 
писей — южный или восточный — сыграл более важную роль |. Здесь стоило бы 
сразу добавить, что исследования, проведенные до сих пор, не берут во внимание 
возможности обоих влияний на одну и ту же книгу, в связи с чем книги Фиоля 
делятся Ha две группы: в одной находятся две Триоди, называемые книгами с 
«южнославянскими чертами», а группу вторую, c Часословом и Октоихом, Ha- 
зывают книгами с «восточнославянскими чертами». Исходным пунктом такого 
разделения была интерпретация некоторых языковых черт, прежде всего фонети- 
ческих, и способ формального отражения конкретных изменений, которые имели 
место на славянском востоке, а также их запись с помощью соответствующей 
графии. 

Проблемы, с которыми вне всяких сомнений столкнулись печатники, работа- 
ющие y Фиоля, — это, во-превых, использование новой формы шрифта, нежели 
до сих пор (латинский), а также выбор соответствующих текстов, на которые 
надо было опереться при изготовлении первых церковных печатных литур- 
гических книг. Говоря о выборе текстов, мы имеем в виду как те книги (руко- 
пись/рукописи), которые послужили образцом, так и тип письма (внешний вид) и 
содержание рукописи (внутренняя структура). 

Первую трудность, то есть проблему шрифтов, Швайполт Фиоль решил при 
помощи немца — Борсдорфа из Бруншвика!“, который по просьбе noJa вы- 
гравировал кириллический шрифт. Внешний вид букв, в том числе инициальных, 
напоминает рукописи XIII и XIV веков южного происхождения — быть может с 
горы Афон или из какой-либо из школ известных молдавских копистов!?, на 
которые могли опереться первые кириллические печатники!“ — все они однако 
указывают на южное влияние, если говорить о внешнем виде букв, то есть о 


графии. 


U J, RUSEK, Oktoich Szwajpolta Fiola a rekopismienne Oktoichy w ksiegozbiorach polskich, (in:) Naj- 
starsze druki, p. 37. См. также: M. MITU, Ze studiów rumunskich nad Szwajpoltem Fiolem, (in:) Najstarsze 
druki; Е.Л. Немировский, Описание старопечатных изданий кирилловского шрифта, Москва 1979; 
см. также статью Е.Л. НЕМИРОВСКОГО, Октоих 1491 г. История изучения и сохранившиеся 
экземпляры, (в:) Najstarsze druki, pp. 45-53. 

? Ha эту тему cM. PIROŻYŃSKI, op. cit., (in:) Najstarsze druki. 

? Согласно MITU, op. cit., (in:) Najstarsze druki, pp. 69-70. 


^ W. STEPNIAK-MINCZEWA, Cerkiewnoslowianskie ksiegi liturgiczne w drukarni Szwajpolta Fiola, 
(in:) Inspiracje chrześcijańskie w kulturze Europy, t. II, Łódź 2000, pp. 213-220. 


361 


Ванда Стемпняк-Минчева 





Итак, проблема шрифта, с помощью которого можно было уже печатать, была 
решена. Остался выбор соответствующих текстов, которые должны были послу- 
жить образцом для церковных печатных книг в типографии Швайполта Фиоля. 

Кроме отчетливо южной графии, появляются также убедительные языковые 
южнославянские (среднеболгарские) черты (фонетические, морфологические), 
такие как напр. среднеболгарское смешение носовых гласных, засвидетельство- 
ванное в среднеболгарских текстах, например в формах аориста для 3 л. мн.ч. 
с окончанием -шж вместо -шл. Конечно же, таких южных (среднеболгарских) 
черт в обоих Триодях можно найти больше, но также и в Часослове они засви- 
детельствованы. 

В свою очередь, восточные черты появляются как в фонетике, так и в морфо- 
логии. Среди черт, которые считаются восточными, стоит вспомнить, хоть и о 
немногочисленных, примерах восточного «икания» ('& ви): мишанин, переход ж В 
8 рвка (но также и рка), написание A для обозначения древнего B: NPAMO — пр'®мо, 
начальное ©- B числительном 1: одма, полногласие KopoAA (пример c колофона); а 
вместо о: Анзфрил вместо Онгфрил (пример из текста Календаря); окончание род. 
пад. ед. ч. м.р. -bà вместо -Hià: Григора, Спиридоньа, ANACTACHA; или окончание 
род. пад. ед. ч. ж.р. -ьи: Ананьи, Азарьи вместо -ии. 

Из этих нескольких примеров следовало бы, что и на уровне фонетики, и 
морфологии встречаются как южные, так и восточные черты. Этого однако мало, 
чтобы можно было причислить какую-нибудь из этих книг к южной или вос- 
точной группе с точки зрения ее происхождения. Восточные или южные языко- 
вые черты, появляющиеся в таких небольших количествах, не свидетельствуют 
еще о южном или восточном характере языка памятника (старопечатного из- 
дания), поскольку могли они появиться в момент их переписывания (пригото- 
вления к печати), а само вмешательство в текст могло сознательно или не- 
сознательно идти от кописта, приготавливающего печать. Таким образом, на 
южнославянскую основу спокойно могли наноситься восточные элементы во 
время самого процесса печати, а текст, легший в основу, мог быть южным. 

Пытаясь таким образом определить на основе южных или восточных (либо 
южных и восточных) черт характер книг Фиоля, стоит обратить внимание не 
только на упомянутые фонетические, морфологические, лексические черты, 
которые мы называем восточными и южными, но также и на другие черты, 
относящиеся к структуре самого памятника и к его тематическому содержанию. 
Оказывается, что литургические книги только на первый взгляд одинаковы (речь 
идет о данном типе книги), тогда как их конкретные составляющие показывают 
уже определенные различия, чаще всего обусловленные их региональным пред- 
назначением. 

Примером такого внутреннего различия (регионального приспособления) 
являются Календари, с перечисленными именами святых и датами, в которые 
чтилась их память, то есть та часть, которая подвергалась наибольшим измене- 
ниям, часть, в которой локальные церкви имели право производить модифика- 
ции, включая своих локальных святых. По этой причине Календарь оказывается 
необычайно интересным именно с точки зрения изменений, которые делались в 
Часословах, в зависимости от места, в котором данный Часослов находился. 
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Включение того а не иного святого, либо замена его другим святым может 
дополнительно помочь в определении следующих данных: 

1. Для какой территории была предназначена данная книга 

2. Какую дорогу проделала, т.е. с какой территории славянского мира могла 

быть принесена 

3. В какой приблизительно период она появилась, опираясь на годы жизн 

упомянутого святого. 

Календарь в анализируемом нами Часослове занимает почти половину книги: 
начинается на стр. 223 и заканчивается на стр. 551 (весь Часослов напечатан на 
750 страницах, согласно самой новой нанесенной на страницы пагинации). Это, 
естественно, неполный экземпляр, не хватает около 25 страниц (экземпляр, 
которым я пользуюсь — это экземпляр Вильнюсской библиотеки). Такие расчеты 
касательно количества карт и страниц в Часослове можно получить на основе 
сравнения количества страниц анализируемого Часослова со Списком содержа- 
ния книги, находящимся на стр. 748. Согласно этому списку должно быть 97 те- 
традей (сшитых), что дает 779 страниц. 

Анализируя состав календаря в Часосолве Фиоля, уложенного солгасно по- 
рядку литургического года Православной Церкви, начинающегося | сентября, 
можно отметить следующее: 

В Календаре, в основе которого лежит конечно же византийский календарь, 
наряду с воспоминаниями святых, встречающихся в каждом православном 
календаре, появляются и святые, более связанные с конкретными центрами. Так, 
например, кроме общих византийских святых, мы имеем здесь двух святых, свя- 
занных с афонской горой, таких как чтимый 12 июня св. Петр Афонский/Афонит 
(стр. 491): Преподовнаго WHA НАШЕГО, Anoyhpna-n преподовмаго мца машего• Петра 
Афонита «we. во Cren Гор постиєша cas, , и воспоминаемый 5 июля св. Афанасий 
Афонский (стр. 506): Преподовныл мтере нашел _ Мъреы•мтри erro Симемна 
Чюд,отворца M ‹ CTPO ОЦА нашего. Афоньсьа_Афонита •стогорекаго иже CAZA Келиквю 
Nasgs npBeTA BUA- 

Память этих святых не всегда включалась B календарные части славянских 
кодексов. Например, нет Петра Афонского в одном из памятников болгарского 
происхождения, а именно в Лесновском Прологе 1330 года”. В свою очередь 
второй афонский святой, Афанасий, в Лесновский Пролог включен, также с да- 
той 5 июля пр'Бпод,оБНАГО Wua ншего. ATANACHIA. (тгорьскаго. (стр. 262b). Включение 
этих двух афонских святых в Часослов свидетельствует об их популярности и 
несомненном весе, который имели они для православия. Первый их них, Петр 
Афонит — это «первый персонаж из импонирующего собрания афонских святых». 
Св. Петр это грек из Константинополя, офицер, взятый в 667 году в плен си- 
рийцами и заточенный в Самаре над Ефратом. С помощю чудесной помощи св. 
Николая и св. старца Симеона он был освобожден и отправился в Рим, чтобы у 
гроба св. Петра принести монашеские обеты. Его обеты принял сам Папа — св. 
Агафон, по происхождению сицилийский грек, который радел о том, чтобы 





15 Станиславовият (Лесновски) пролог om 1330 година, изд. РУМЯНА ПАВЛОВА, В. Търново 1999. 
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повсеместно был признан культ св. Апостола Петра как фактор, заменяющий 
утраченную экуменичность Империи и являющийся основой единства Церкви. 
Петр Афонит поселился на горе Афон в 681 году, где в течение 53 лет вел жизнь 
отшельника‘. 

Второй из святых — Афанасий — рожден позднее, около 920 года в Трапезунте. 
С его именем связывается появление Великой Лавры в 963 году и чаще всего эту 
дату считают датой основания монашеской республики на полуострове. 

Очередную группу святых, кроме святых византийских, связанных со Святой 
горой, составляют святые, происхождение которых мы связываем с южными 
славянскими территориями, и которые популярны также и вне ее пределов и 
принадлежат ко всему славянскому миру. 

Такими святыми в Часослове, взятыми с юга, но популярными у всех славян, 
являются, если упорядочить их согласно очередности появления в календаре: 
Параскева-Пятница, святая с очень большим территориальным охватом культа, 
популярная среди восточных славян (14 октября), провозглашенная Цамблаком 
в 1414 году покровительницей также польского православия: Стыҳь 
моученикь ° Nazapna Гервасил [1 POTACHA * KeAecba cH прпод,оБнаго WUA — НАШЕГО 
Комы «творца камомомь •и пепдовно матере нашел Параскъвьи• (стр. 286) В Часослов 
включен также Канон, посвященный святой Пятнице (стр. 287) Стжа 
всюдастоупнице CELLISIO БЪДА  BATOUBETNO ЕЪСПОИМЬ + NATKOY CTRA’ TAKO житие WCTABABLIE 
и придт OBA NETABE мое веъкы •сего ради CAABOY WEPBTE Чюдесы И БГОДТЬ БЖІИМЬ 
велемемь ° 

Под датой 19 октября ( э) на стр. 290 находится св. Иван Рыльский (+946): 
Къ тож днь-Беликаго wua ero |\мана_Рыльскаго... 

В более поздние Часословы русского происхождения воспоминание святого 
Ивана Рыльского не всегда включается, нет его напр. в русских Часословах ХУП 
и ХУШ веков. Скорее всего уже тогда воспринимался он как локальный святой, 
чужой и не связанный с Русью. 

В феврале 14 числа появляется воспоминание Кирилла, первоучителя славян, 
однако нет св. Мефодия: Преподовного WUA НАШЕГО Aoyisentba и CTPO WUA НАШЕГО 
Кирила •епепа КАТИНЬСКАГО + ОУЧИТеЛА Словъномь»и Болгәромь• Иже преложи pscksto 
прамотоу еъ греческое и кръстиль Слов®ны +и Болгары • 

И на этих троих святых, которых мы связываем все-таки с южной частью 
славянского мира, заканчивается присутствие святых, которых мы можем 
назвать южными. По всей видимости, присутствие юга появляется здесь только в 
той степени, которая соответствует их более широкому культу. Нету в кален- 
дарной части Часослова святых типично балканских, связанных с каким-либо 
локальным культом, болгарским или сербским. Нет св. Саввы, нет и других 
характерных южных святых, типичных для периода до конца XIV века, когда 
скорее всего появился прототип Часослова, использованный позднее у Фиоля. 

Сейчас мы перейдем к так называемой восточной части святых в Часослове, 
которая представленна святыми Борисом и Глебом, с датой 2 мая: Къ тож ANb 


18 NAUMOW, ор. cit., pp. 41-42. 
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премесенїе моціе•стыҳь мчникь Борис «n Passa- (s. 474), Феодосием Печерским (стр. 
474 ) — с датой 3 мая: и ovensnie преподовнаго WUA NALLIETO Ом A,OCHA * HT8MENA 
Печерскаго, где находится также упоминание о введении им типика: ZE'S7As рзскзю 
ANCh TIOYTEM-W BZCTOKA  EOCHAELLIO*NA ZATIAA, пришед,шг•ЕСЮ Бо CTQANS си. чюд,есы и 
AOBPOTOR WEAUILUHBS CA НЫ СЪ Д/БААНЇФМЬ И БАГОДУБТЇЮ+ МНИШЕСКАГО OVCTAEA БЖЕТЕЕНАГО 
Oewaocua- B более позднем Часослове XVIII Beka, также русском, появляется 
форма и_иночекаго зстава: Божественаго O,eBAOCHIA, вместо мнишескаго ОСТАВА 
БЖСТЕЄНАГО ew A OCHA 

Очень важным B наших размышлениях о времени появления Часослова и 
месте, откуда он мог быть доставлен в Краков, является упоминание о киевском 
(московском) митрополите Петре. В Часослове появляется дата (день) его смерти 
— 20 декабря. Петр умер в три часа ночи в 6834 году, то есть в 1326 году: бъ TZN 
дь • престависа • пресціенын, митрополит, Петръ вс Po CH*BZ* Г •ЧАСе НОЩИ •Е ABTO, Se 
TBICRLUJA*W ЛД, ПАС UPBKOBb BIO ЛЪТЪ еи +H МСЦЬ»3 «И Положень БЫСеВЪ ГРАД 
Mockers -82 цркви ОМСПЕНЬА CTA BUA IOKE САМЬ CZZAAAB*H ПОДАЮТЬ HCUBACACNIA ЧЬСТНЫА 
его мощи • приҳод,Ацим, съ в'Брою*И до сего дни» 

Включение даты 20 декабря может быть как раз тем следом, который ука- 
зывал бы на то, что рукопись, которой пользовался Фиол при составлении 
Часослова, могла быть привезена в Краков из Киева и — что еще более важно — 
была она написана относительно поздно, поскольку память об умершем митро- 
полите была еще свежа – отсюда дата 20 декабря. Позднее Москва изменила дату 
на 21 декабря, а сам Петр появляется не как митрополит киевский, а московский. 
У Булгакова митрополит Петр упоминается при дате 21 декабря. 

Эта короткая презентация четырех групп святых, включенных в календарную 
часть Часослова Швайпольта Фиоля, а также вышепредставленные — также пока 
что очень общие — наблюдения касательно языка этой книги на разных уровнях, 
как представляется, позволяют сделать определенные выводы, связанные с этой 
литургической книгой, опирающиеся на показанные восточные и южные черты, а 
также в какой-то степени позволяют нам определить, какой путь могла эта книга 
проделать. 

Часослов, легший в основу издания Фиоля, написанный согласно Иерусалим- 
скому уставу, мог появиться или лишь в конце ХГУ века в Киеве, после реформы 
Киприана, или – что более правдоподобно — был принесен и адаптирован к 
местным восточным условиям B то же самое время — и ориентировался на текст 
южный, в котором могли быть все перечисленные упоминания балканских 
святых или связанных с горой Афон. Мог таким образом быть дополнен отно- 
сительно поздно на Руси, уже после реформы Киприана (то есть согласно Иеру- 
салимскому типику), вскоре после смерти митрополита Петра (на что указывало 
бы включение Петра в Часослов — митрополит Петр умер в 1326 году). В пользу 
такого варианта говорит также лексический анализ одной из частей Календаря и 
содержащиеся в нем типично восточные слова, неизвестные по южнославянским 
памятниками, как напр.: поварня ‘кухня’, пекленица ‘пекарня’ или погребь 
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‘кладовка’” и др. Это указывало бы на изменения, произведенные в этой книге 
на востоке. 

Подытоживая: на этапе актуальных исследований мы склонны согласиться с 
утверждением о равновесии восточных и южных черт в этой книге и занять 
позицию, что скорее всего прототипом Часослова Швайпольта Фиоля был какой- 
то среднеболгарский памятник (рукопись), дополненный и измененный на Руси в 
конце XIV века. 


Перевел с польского: Иван Петров 





' W. STEPNIAK-MINCZEWA, О niektórych osobliwościach leksykalnych w Czasosłowie Szwajpolta 


Fiola, (in:) Съкровище словесное, Studia slawistyczne ofiarowane prof. Jerzemu Ruskowi па 70. urodzi- 
ny, Kraków 2000, pp. 205-208. 
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Abb. 2. Das Handreliquiar des hl. Stephan, Münsterpfarramt Zwiefalten, nach U. Pechloff, 
Münster Zwiefalten, Passau 2005, Abb. auf S. 49. 
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Ш. 1. St Parasceva with the scenes of her life, icon, 15th c., 110x84 cm, 
The National Museum in Cracow, inv. XVIII-57 
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Ill. 2. St Parasceva of Tyrnovo with the scenes of her life, icon, 15th c., 134x89 cm, 
The Historical Museum in Sanok, inv. 985 


Ill. 3. The cycle of life of Saints — among them eleven scenes of St. Parasceva 5 of Tyrnovo life 
in the lowest register (from left to right), fresco, 1541, Arbore, The Orthodox church of the 
Beheading of John the Baptist 








Ill. 4. St. Parasceva, fresco, ca. 1418, 
The Catholic Chapel of the Holy Cross at the Lublin Castle 





Ill. 5. Christ Pantocrator and St Parasceva, icon, 16th c., from Daleva village, 


The Lviv National Museum of Ukrainian Art 





Ill. 6. St Parasceva with the scenes of her life — fragment, icon, 15th c., 


The National Museum in Cracow, inv. XVIII-57 





Ill. 8. Male Deity, 
coin of Septimius Severus, 
3rd c. 
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Ill. 7. St. Catherine 
of Alexandria with the 
scenes of her life — 
fragment, 13th c., 
Mt. Sinai, 

The Orthodox Monastery 
of St. Catherine 


Ill. 9. Mars (?), sword, ca 160, from 
Hromovka village, The Archaeological 
Museum in Cracow 





Ill. 10. Astarte temple, coin of Caracalla 
and Septimus Severus, 3rd c. 
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Ill. 11. Belvedere Apollo, marble, h. 2.24 m, Roman copy of a Greek original 
from the 5th century BC, Vatican, Pio Clementino Museum 
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Ill. 12. Albrecht Dürer, Apollo, 1501—3, pen and brown and black ink, 21.8x14.5 cm, 
New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art 


